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 Families serve as a primary socializing agent in the lives of individuals (Soliz & 
Rittenour, 2012), and the first social identity individuals have in their lives. Given the 
complexity and importance of identity—and family identity specifically, the goal of this 
study is to identify the various dimensions of family identity that scholars and 
practitioners should account for in their work. Through a two-study exploratory 
sequential mixed-method design I investigate what constructs comprise a conceptual 
model of family identity, and I develop a corresponding inventory of Family Identity. 
Through this process, I will also assess the relationships among these communicative 
processes, values, and structural attributes along with associations with personal and 
relational outcomes in the family. In Study One I investigate what characteristics 
participants identify as unique to their family and compare those themes to existing 
literature. These themes are then used as the foundation for the conceptual model of 
family identity. In Study Two, I use the data from Study One and existing scales to create 
a set of items to measure each of the constructs included in the conceptual model. In 
addition, I also test a set of propositions about the relationship between communication 
processes and well-being outcomes, as well as the moderating role of compositional 
structures, relational ideology, family identification, and life stressors. The findings from 
 Study One resulted in a set of 10 family characteristics and a set of six structural factors. 
These results in combination with extant literature provide a framework for studying 
family identity. The first set of results from Study Two involves the psychometric 
properties of the items and the final set of items which includes 11 communication 
processes, five relational ideology dimensions, five compositional structures, family 
identification, and life stressors. Overall, the results demonstrate a relationship between 
the communication processes and the individual and relational well-being outcomes. The 
results also underscore the importance of investigating the role of compositional factors 
as many of the associations varied as a function of race/ethnicity. Implications and 
pragmatic uses of the inventory are discussed as they pertain to researchers and 
practitioners. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 Families serve as a primary—and often the first—socializing agent in the lives of 
individuals (Soliz & Rittenour, 2012). They are likely the most prominent and 
noteworthy social group individuals will belong to over the course of their life (Lay et al., 
1998), and they are the main source of social support an individual has (Cicirelli, 1995; 
Mikkelson, 2014; Whiteman, McHale, & Soli, 2011). Research on families is extensive, 
and scholars have explored the effects of communication in multiple different family 
dyads—marital (Givertz, Segrin, & Hanzal, 2009), parent-child (Schrodt & Ledbetter, 
2012), sibling (Mikkelson, 2014), extended family dyads (Floyd & Mormon, 2014), and 
primarily from the perspective of the individual. For example, the ways in which parents 
and children communicate has been tied to a variety of informational, psychosocial, and 
behavioral outcomes (Schrodt, Witt, & Messersmith, 2008). Research also supports the 
importance of sibling relationships in that close relationships have been associated with 
lower levels of depression (Cicirelli, 1989; Richmond, Stocker, & Rienks, 2005), better 
child adjustment (Pike, Coldwell, & Dunn, 2005); and a decrease in adolescents’ risky 
behavior (East & Khoo, 2005). In addition, intergenerational relationships are incredibly 
important in the lives of grandchildren (Soliz & Lin, 2014). Even family relationships we 
may not consider as important (e.g., aunts and uncles, cousins) are central to the 
development and well-being of individuals (Floyd & Mormon, 2014).  
Families and the relationships within them serve an important role in fostering 
individual self-worth (Dailey, 2009), the development of new relationships (e.g., 
Kranstuber Horstman, 2012), as sources of social support during various life stressors 
(Maguire, 2012), and they constitute their identity through their interaction and inform 
individual identity construction (Bergen & Braithwaite, 2009). Subsequently, this 
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necessitates that scholars account for the communicative identity of the family unit, in 
order to fully understand how the family functions and the outcomes associated with that 
communicative identity. Although identity is complex and can be conceptualized in 
multiple different ways, I approach the current study by conceptualizing family identity 
as the communicative processes, values, and structural attributes that comprise the 
overarching framework of what it means to be a family. Thus, given the complexity and 
importance of identity—and family identity specifically, the goal of this study is to 
identify the various dimensions of family identity that scholars and practitioners should 
account for in their work culminating in a comprehensive inventory that can be used to 
assess these dimensions. In doing so, I will also assess various relationships among these 
communicative processes, values, and structural attributes along with associations with 
personal and relational outcomes in the family. 
 Although each specific family relationship offers new and valuable information 
about communication in the family, they are limiting in their ability to tell us about family 
communication, as they do not investigate communication in regards to larger macro 
level processes. Since the 1960s researchers have argued for a broader approach to family 
and have emphasized the importance of studying the family as a system (Watzlawick, 
Bevan, & Jackson, 1967); however, investigations of the family system have largely 
ignored family identity, which is constituted in family communication, and only through 
an investigation of the multiple aspects of family identity can scholars begin to attend to 
the patterned and nuanced ways in which families communicate. When it comes to family 
identity we are left wondering what it looks like, how it is created, and the function that it 
serves.  
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 Family is the foundation for individual identity construction and how individuals 
are socialized into rules and norms (Koenig Kellas & Kranstuber Horstman, 2015). 
Family shapes who we are, not just as a primary socializing agent (Turner & West, 2015), 
but also through our identity as a family. Consistently the first social identity one belongs 
to is family (Lay et al., 1998), and individuals start to discover who they are through their 
relationships with their family members. Family identity is in large part characterized by 
the macro processes that define and distinguish one family from another, and thus, family 
identity is foundational to the ways in which individuals develop their frameworks for 
family and choose to continue—or not—those relationships throughout their lives.  
 “U.S. families represent the forefront of familial redefinition due to the 
multiplicity of changing kinship patterns.... [thus] rendering their identity highly 
discourse dependent” (Galvin, 2006, p. 3), and necessitating a shift to focusing on family 
identity. Given the plethora of family forms, the dimensions of family identity are 
foundational for helping scholars to understand the ways in which the intersection of 
communication and identity operate in the family. Families create and adjust their 
relationships through their communication (Rogers, 2006), thus utilizing different aspects 
of their familial identity to maintain relationships that reflect their family identity. 
Edwards and Graham (2009) argued that we cannot and should not separate definitions of 
family, family identity, and family communication. They exist only in reference to each 
other, and thus any theories or findings are only interpretable within the context of the 
other two. In addition to specific communicative dimensions of family identity, there are 
also additional identity dimensions that need to be accounted for when attempting to 
understand family functioning, relational outcomes, and individual well-being. Sillars 
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(1995) argued that researchers are ignoring the cultural diversity in families, and thus 
ignoring part of what makes families unique.  
Despite the enormous diversity of contemporary families and great interest in the 
subject, we are not entirely reconciled with the implications of cultural diversity 
in the study of family communication. Although we all recognize that 
communication is cultural, our academic distinctions lead us to regard culture as a 
separate area of study (i.e., cross-cultural research) or a paradigm (i.e., cultural 
perspectives). Thus family research often generates culturally specific knowledge 
of communication, which requires retrofitting to accommodate diverse families. A 
more efficient path would be to coordinate the study of family organization, 
ideology, and communication from the outset. (p. 392) 
Thus, in order to provide research that is useful to families and practitioners, family 
communication researchers need to account for societal and cultural variation in families, 
as these are central to a family identity. As such, achieving the prime directive 
necessitates a recognition and emphasis on socio-cultural factors that reflect a larger 
family identity. This approach provides a more comprehensive view of family 
communication, and encompasses additional features of families that are often 
overlooked in current family communication research (i.e., race/ethnicity, geography, 
etc.).  
 One important aspect that needs to be considered in conjunction with any social 
identity, but specifically family identity, is identification (i.e., the association one feels 
with the collective; Phillips, Soliz, Bergquist, & Swords, 2015). Researchers currently 
lack a solid framework for capturing family identity and differentiating it from family 
identification—who we see ourselves as (identity) compared to the extent to which we 
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see ourselves as part of the family unit (identification). Family identity and identification 
are important to our understanding of family communication because the two are 
inherently connected; however, conceptually and empirically these two concepts are 
distinct. Identity and identification serve different functions in understanding family 
processes, yet it is only through the investigation of both that we can begin to understand 
the influence of these concepts on various individual and relational outcomes. The 
pervasive nature of identity necessitates its investigation in conjunction with 
communication (Hecht, 2015), as isolating one from the other provides an incomplete and 
potentially inaccurate picture of the role of communication and identity in the family.  
   Soliz and Rittenour (2012) argued for the multiple ways in which families 
should be investigated from an intergroup perspective, and the inherent ingroups that 
exist within families as part of an individual’s social identity; however, the intragroup 
dynamics of a family are equally important, as individuals may experience both cognitive 
and affective ties to that social group, which may be demonstrated through specific 
communicative norms. Family identity serves as just one of the many social identities we 
have and potentially plays a major role in our socialization to outgroup members, the 
commitment that we feel to our family, and more important how we communicate in our 
families (Soliz & Rittenour, 2012).  
  There is a wide array of scholarship that looks at individual components of 
family identity and identification, yet it is neither cohesive nor always operating as the 
foundation for researching family communication. Early family communication research 
included several typologies of families, such as Kantor and Lehr’s (1975) typology of 
families (i.e., closed, open, and random families), Fitzpatrick’s (1988) couple types (i.e., 
independent, traditional, separate, and mixed), McLeod and Chaffee’s (1972, 1973) 
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concept-orientation and socio-orientation, and when all else failed families were 
identified based on structural characteristics (Turner & West, 2015).  
 Fitzpatrick (2004) emphasized the need to not only have a family identity but to 
identify with that identity when she defined families as “groups of intimates with a 
history, a future, strong ties of loyalty and emotion, and a sense of identity and 
commitment” (p. 175). Despite the focus on family, and the importance of identity to 
family communication research, research on the explicit and implicit ways in which 
family identity and family identification are conceptualized and operationalized have 
lacked cohesiveness and an overarching theoretical framework. Family identity and 
identification research can be found in multiple paradigmatic and disciplinary traditions. 
From family schemata and family communication patterns, to stories and storytelling, 
there are multiple ways of studying family identity and identification within 
communication, as well as studying it from a social identity perspective. All of these 
perspectives carry with them specific methodological implications and perspectives on 
identity, in general.  
 In other words, although scholars are focusing a great deal on addressing the 
question “what is family,” there is still not as much emphasis or consensus on the 
characteristics of specific families (i.e., identity). Achieving the goal of this study will 
ideally provide a comprehensive perspective on understanding these characteristics of 
family identity.  
 In the following chapter, I will review various lines of research on family identity: 
(a) research on family identity as part of patterned interactions, (b) family identity as 
constructed through narrative, and (c) family identification and how it is distinct from 
family identity. Although each of these approaches has heuristic value for studying 
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family communication, their focus is not on a comprehensive framework that takes into 
account communicative behaviors, compositional factors, and family identification. 
Taking these factors account will allow researchers to gain more comprehensive insight 
into why families differ and how families function. Thus, following the review of these 
lines of research, I present the rationale for Study 1 in Chapter 3; which focuses on 
identifying any gaps in the extant research focused on how individuals describe what 
makes their family unique and how they communicate with various members of their 
family. This is the first step of addressing the overall purpose of this project. Chapter 4 
and 5 outline the method and results of Study 1 with a discussion and rationale for Study 
2 provided in Chapter 6. Chapter 7 outlines the methods for Study 2, and in Chapters 8 
and 9 I present the results of Study 2. Finally, chapter 10 contains a discussion of study 2 
with implications and future directions.   
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW AND RATIONALE 
 There is a plethora of research on family communication, and multiple avenues of 
research have investigated aspects of family identity and identification. The goal of this 
chapter to begin the challenging process of understanding what is already known about 
individuals and family subsystems to form a more complete picture of the family system 
and specifically family identity. This is particularly important given that there is a lack of 
cohesion regarding family identity, and it needs to be integrated in order to have a more 
holistic view of family identity. This chapter provides an overview of existing research 
on family identity and overlapping dimensions of interest. First, I will review research on 
family identity as part of patterned interactions, in particular research that focuses on 
family communication patterns, Koerner and Fitzpatricks (2002c) general theory of 
family communication, and Caughlin’s (2003) family communication standards. Second, 
I will review research on family identity as constructed through narrative, including 
identity performance, family legacies, rituals and canonical stories, and the storytelling 
process. Third, I will investigate the intersections of these two areas of research as a 
foundation for developing an inventory of family identity. Doing so provides an overview 
of two different approaches to family communication, that although not always explicit in 
their presentation, are ways in which scholars have depicted multiple aspects of family 
identity. Fourth, I will overview the ways in which family identification has been 
depicted, and its connection to social identity theorizing. Finally, I conclude with a 
review of the various approaches to family identity and identification.   
Family Identity in Patterned Interactions 
 Patterned interactions are those communicative processes that are assumed to be 
stable and consistent across interactional contexts. Often, these patterned behaviors are 
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exemplified in terms of typologies (e.g., Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990) or specific 
categories (Caughlin, 2003). Each of these processes have typically been investigated 
using quantitative methodology, and are frequently used to predict family functioning 
(e.g., Schrodt, 2005), in addition to a host of behavioral, information processing, and 
psychosocial outcomes (Schrodt, Witt, & Messersmith, 2008).  
Family Communication Patterns  
 Family communication patterns originated in 1972 with McLeod and Chaffee’s 
cognitive approach to family communication and their desire to describe families’ 
tendencies to develop stable and predictable ways of communicating with one another 
(Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006). Based on the cognitive theory of coorientation, McLeod 
and Chaffee (1972, 1973) developed two theoretically orthogonal orientations that are 
representative of how families achieve coorientation. Coorientation occurs when “two or 
more persons focusing on and evaluating the same object in their social or material 
environment” (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006, p. 52) reach agreement about the object. The 
two processes through which families achieve coorientation and are socialized are socio-
orientation and concept-orientation. These two orientations form the foundation of family 
communication patterns and were reconceptualized by Ritchie (1991) as conversation and 
conformity orientation.  
 Conformity orientation is based on socio-orientation—or the idea that family 
members reach shared understanding of an object by adopting the views of other family 
members, typically the views of a parental figure, and it is “the degree to which families 
create a climate that stresses homogeneity of attitudes, values, and beliefs” (Koerner & 
Fitzpatrick, 2002c, p. 85). Conversation orientation is based on concept-orientation—the 
idea that through interaction individuals reach a shared understanding of an object 
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(Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006), and it is “the degree to which families create a climate 
where all family members are encouraged to participate freely in interactions about a 
wide array of topics” (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002c, p. 85). Together, these two 
theoretically orthogonal orientations form the foundation of family communication 
patterns and the subsequent typology of families and family communication patterns.  
 Family communication patterns (FCP) were developed to understand both the 
interpersonal and intrapersonal communication that occurs in the family because of their 
interdependent nature (Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2006). FCP attempts to capture family 
identity through the use of the two orientations—conversation and conformity. Thus, 
each orientation captures one aspect of family identity, a continuum of openness, and a 
continuum of homogeneity. In other words, part of a family’s identity is dependent upon 
how they view themselves along these two continuums of openness and homogeneity, 
and whether they see themselves as an open or closed family, or if they view their beliefs 
as similar or different. In addition to the family identity implications of these two 
orientations, Koerner and Fitzpatrick (2006) suggested that those individuals with low 
conformity orientation do not strongly identify with their family; thus FCPs are also 
potentially tied to identification.   
 Identification is the extent to which an individual feels as though they are part of 
that group or family. Based on the identity of the family, individuals may not feel as 
though they fit in with their family. Conversation and conformity orientations have been 
used to assign families to one of four family types (consensual, pluralistic, protective, and 
laissez-faire; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994), with each family type being indicative of a 
stable and patterned way in which families communicate in everyday life—their identity. 
Prior research, when median splits were still in vogue, would categorize families and 
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assign them an identity based on these four family types. However, advances in research 
methodology have led to researchers investigating the effects of conversation and 
conformity orientation and their interaction effect, which provides a much more nuanced 
approach for appreciating the impact of these two orientations.  
 FCPs have been widely studied and a meta-analysis of conversation and 
conformity orientation illustrates the effects of these two orientations on psychosocial, 
information processing, and behavioral outcomes (Schrodt, Witt, & Messersmith, 2008). 
The assumption behind FCP, and thus this aspect of family identity, is that these two 
orientations are stable within the family and that individuals from the same family-of-
origin not only perceive the same levels of conversation and conformity orientation, but 
also perceive that both parents (in a two parent household) communicate in the same 
way. Yet, Baxter and Akkoor (2011) found these patterns vary as a function of topic, 
which calls into question the stability of these patterns and the underlying assumption of 
FCP. In addition, Taniguichi and Thompson (2016) asked individuals to respond to FCPs 
separately for both their mother and father, and although the orientations for mothers and 
fathers are correlated, the correlations are not strong enough in magnitude to support the 
idea that both parents use similar FCPs in the home. Moreover, researchers have 
demonstrated that parents treat their children differently (Harris & Howard, 1985; Lee, 
2009), and if children perceive differential treatment in regards to affection (Floyd & 
Morman, 2001) and resources (Lee, 2009), they might also perceive a difference in the 
communication patterns that exist within the family.  
 Although family communication patterns may not be as fixed as previously 
assumed, researchers have still demonstrated that siblings do experience at least some 
consistency in their family relationships with regards to reasons for communicating 
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(Fowler, 2009), levels of commitment, and emotional closeness (Rittenour, Myers, & 
Brann, 2007). This consistency provides support for the existence of an underlying family 
identity that guides family interactions and helps socialize individuals to communicate in 
specific patterned ways, in which case those patterned interactions may work to reify the 
family identity. Thus, despite the fact that more recent research is calling into question 
the underlying assumptions of FCPs (e.g., Baxter & Akkoor, 011; Taniguchi & 
Thompson, 2016), it does not negate the value of these two orientations and their 
potential as aspects of family identity. Though differences may make family research 
more complex, it just underscores the need to examine families as a whole, since 
perceived discrepancies are not limited to siblings.  
 Not only might there be differences among children and parents, but also 
discrepancies between parents and children. Researchers have already shown that parent-
child dyads often do not perceive communication patterns to be the same (Baxter & 
Pederson, 2013; Dunleavy, Wanzer, Krezmien, & Ruppel, 2011), and that over time, 
perceptions of family communication patterns can fluctuate (Tims & Masland, 1985). 
Therefore, if FCPs are more fluid than stable, the continuum on which they function is 
more indicative of two aspects of family identity along which families move rather than 
fixed categories in which families can be placed in. In other words, while families are 
both conversation and conformity oriented, these orientations are not fixed nor do they 
comprise an exhaustive list of the multiple facets of family identity. In addition to being 
the “go to” framework for studying family communication, FCPs are also foundational to 
Koerner and Fitzpatrick’s (2002, 2006) conceptualization of a general theory of family 
communication.  
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General Theory of Family Communication  
 Koerner and Fitzpatrick’s (2002, 2006) conceptualization of a theory of family 
communication utilizes schemata. Schemata are hierarchical in nature with the top layer 
being general scripts, the middle layer being the scripts that one uses in a given type of 
relationship, or in this case any relationships that are categorized as family, and the 
bottom layer of scripts being those that one holds for particular individuals (Koerner & 
Fitzpatrick, 2002). Koerner and Fitzpatrick (2002) argued that schemata are relatively 
stable patterns used for efficiency in interpersonal relationships and that individuals 
employ the hierarchy in order to find the script that is most competent for that interaction. 
In other words, schemata are both efficient and useful. The more general the schema is 
the more efficient, yet perhaps not the most competent. Relationship type schemas are the 
commonalities that exist within families that allow individuals to use similar scripts with 
different members of their family. Family relationship type schema can be seen across 
three different dimensions—expressiveness, structural traditionalism, and conflict 
avoidance (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994). Together these three dimensions comprise 
another way of approaching family identity. When families enact communicative 
behaviors along these continuums, researchers are able to investigate three different 
aspects of family identity and the effects of those schemata on family and individual 
outcomes. Pearson, Semlak, Westers, and Kerkova (2010) found both expressiveness and 
structural traditionalism were correlated with ethnic identity and group membership, 
which makes sense given that individuals have multilayered identities that are intertwined 
(Hecht, 2015). Thus, schemata are aspects of family identity that are tied to identification 
or the strength of the tie an individual has to that group; making it clear that both identity 
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and identification are important to understanding family communication and their long-
term commitment to each other.  
 Although expressiveness has been positively associated with family functioning 
(Schrodt, 2005) and family strength and satisfaction (Schrodt, 2009), similar to 
conversation orientation, there appears to be an openness bias that occurs in family 
communication research. “This emphasis obscures one of the main factors distinguishing 
culturally diverse families, namely, the varying degrees and forms of autonomy versus 
connection between intimate relationships and larger collectives” (Sillars, 1995, p. 375). 
Whereby, it becomes less clear that there is no one best family type, as expressiveness 
and conversation orientation dominate as predictors of “healthy” family outcomes. 
Consequently, families who identify as open are seen as stronger and more functional 
(e.g., families who are more open about sexual health have adolescents who engage in 
less risky sexual behaviors; Markham et al., 2010) but perhaps both FCPs and schemata 
are only providing one part of the story (e.g., when cultural differences are taken into 
account openness is not always viewed as more positive when talking about sexual 
behaviors with adolescents; Wang, 2016). The family type relationship schema may be 
useful in understanding how families enact particular types of communicative behaviors 
(Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002) as part of their family identity; however, it does not 
address if individuals strongly identify with the collective family identity. The extent to 
which communicative behaviors are congruent with individuals’ beliefs about family 
identity might enable them to strongly identify with their family, or perhaps they view 
their family identity/communication as ideal and satisfactory.  
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Family Standards 
 Individuals hold certain beliefs about the nature of family relationships 
(Vangelisti, Crumley, & Baker, 1999) and the role of communication in the family 
(Caughlin, 2003). These relational and communication ideals impact family satisfaction, 
have been linked to family communication schemata (Caughlin, 2003), and may reveal 
additional components of family identity. Caughlin (2003) developed the Family 
Communication Standards (FCS) scale to assess the standards or ideals that individuals 
hold for communication in the family and found a set of 10 dimensions that are 
representative of how individuals believe families should communicate. Although 
researchers have examined relational standards in the family (Vangelisti et al., 1999), 
Caughlin (2003) was the first to specifically look at the communicative features of the 
family and the standards associated with them. Caughlin (2003) suggested, “that family 
communication standards constitute part of the specific content of family communication 
schemata” (p. 33), in that FCS functions as schemata within the family. In addition to 
finding a relationship between the three dimensions of family communication schemata 
and many of the 10 dimensions, he also found some of the endorsed standards moderated 
the effect of other standards on family satisfaction. This is particularly important to 
understanding how schema and standards function as an aspect of family identity, as it is 
the combination of dimensions that influence how satisfied a family is, not an individual 
dimension. In addition, assuming that particular communicative behaviors always 
function to produce satisfied families is limiting, as individuals’ standards for 
communication may affect how communication influences family satisfaction. In other 
words, each family may hold different standards, and the standards they hold for their 
family and the extent to which they meet those standards might result in more satisfied 
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families, rather than a specific set of standards. Consequently, the identity of the family 
may be more indicative of their functioning rather than a prescribed set of “healthy” 
communication behaviors. Thus, by investigating how the dimensions of FCS work 
together or are more prevalent in some families than others, those profiles provide a 
framework for standards as another facet of family identity.  
 Matsunaga (2009; Matsunaga & Imahori, 2009) used the FCS to determine if 
there are different family communication standards profiles for Japanese and American 
families and the extent to which multiple family members hold the same standards. Using 
latent profile analysis, he found three distinct profiles for American and Japanese 
families, and for each of these three profiles cultural differences emerged. Japanese 
families were primarily classified as high-context, and American families were split 
between laissez-faire and open-affectionate. These results indicate the need for research 
that uses a more diverse sample, as the current family literature should not be generalized 
to families who are not middle-class Caucasian Americans. Based on Matsunaga and 
Imahori’s (2009) research, it is clear that family identity is influenced by cultural factors 
and rather than prescribing certain communication behaviors, researchers need to 
understand the identity of the family in order to understand how communication 
functions and how to best help families have healthy, functioning, long-term 
relationships. In addition to cultural differences, Matsunaga (2009) used latent profile 
analysis on parent-child triads to assess discrepancies in family communication 
standards. He found three profiles for American families—open-affectionate, which 
supports one of the profiles found in the comparison study and two profiles that indicate 
more than half of the families in the sample have divergent views on family 
communication standards. Thus, it stands to reason that it is not just national culture that 
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influences family identity, and more important if even those families within a 
homogenous sample hold different views on family communication standards, then 
understanding what dimensions comprise family identity is paramount to research that 
attempts to shed light on the cognitive, affective, and communicative components that 
contribute to healthy family relationships. In addition, identity and identification should 
be assessed from multiple family members, as identification may override any potential 
differences in family member’s reports of family identity. Moreover, standards exist not 
only for the communication that occurs in the family, but also the relationships as a 
whole. Vangelisti et al. (1999), asked students to tell a story about their family, and to 
revise it based on their ideal family, which provided relational standards for families 
based on stories.   
 Stories are one way in which individuals and families construct identity (Koenig 
Kellas, 2015), and stories are reflective of the family—both the real and the ideal. 
Vangelisti et al. (1999) found ten story themes in their analysis of family stories, and 
each of these story themes can be viewed as a component of family identity. Each family 
constructs their own identity, and the identity is reflected in the stories told about that 
family. Stories allow individuals to present a picture of their family without leading them 
to present a positive or negative image, thus both positive and negative family themes 
were identified in the study (Vangelisti et al., 1999). It is important to recognize that 
although some of the themes identified are communicative in nature, not all of them are; 
therefore, the identity of the family likely comprises more than just communicative 
aspects. Ultimately, how individuals decided to change their stories to be ideal, if they 
did change their story, provides insight into how those individuals view healthy and 
unhealthy family relationships. It is possible that even those who told negative stories did 
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not choose to change their story (the paper is unclear on this point); consequently, 
research that starts with what family identity looks like rather than what healthy 
communication is provides a foundation for helping all families, regardless of culture.   
 Research on patterned interactions in the family allows scholars to compare 
different processes across families and various outcomes (Schrodt et al., 2008). In 
addition, the stability that can be viewed through patterned interactions lends credence to 
the assumption that there is an overarching identity that families have and enact in their 
everyday interactions. However, patterned interactions are limited in that researchers still 
do not always understand why some patterns of behavior are favored over others, or why 
they lead to certain outcomes. Consequently, researchers tend to ascribe certain attributes 
to patterns (i.e., conversation orientation is good, and conformity orientation is bad), 
which favors openness as the fixer of all relationship issues. Patterned interactions are 
just one approach to family identity, with narrative being an important component of how 
families reify that identity. Family stories provide a glimpse of what characterizes each 
family, and it is their telling of the story that determines the meaning (Stone, 2004). 
Families choose what is important to their identity, and that information gets conveyed 
through the story, whether positive or negative. Because stories are foundational to 
identity construction, narrative research is crucial to understanding what comprises 
family identity. The next section details the different ways in which scholars have 
approached family identity from a narrative perspective, and given that one of the 
primary functions of narrative is to create identity (Koenig Kellas, 2015), it is important 
to understand how both the content and process of narrative function in families.  
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Family Identity Construction Through Narrative 
 Identity construction is one of the primary functions of narrative (Koenig Kellas, 
2015), and it is through both content and process that individuals use stories to create and 
recreate their identity (Bamberg, 2006; Freeman, 2010). In addition, families jointly tell 
stories that create a family identity and are indicative of both who is considered family 
and the extent to which individuals identify with their family (Koenig Kellas, 2005, 2010, 
2015; Thompson et al., 2009; Tovares, 2010; Trees & Koenig Kellas, 2009). “People 
build and communicate their relationships, cultures, and identities, in part through the 
stories they tell” (Koenig Kellas, 2015, p. 253), and these stories offer a view of the 
relational standards individuals hold for their families (Vangelisti et al., 1999), the 
legacies that they inherit from their families (Stone, 2004; Thompson et al., 2009), and 
how the process of telling stories affects and reflects family identity (Koenig Kellas, 
2005). Stories not only serve to socialize individuals into the rules of the family, create 
family identity, and help families cope with difficult experiences, but they have also been 
tied to relational quality (Koenig Kellas, 2015). There are multiple approaches to 
narrative research (Koenig Kellas, 2015), including family identity as performance 
(Langeiller & Peterson, 2006b). 
Identity Performance  
 Langellier and Peterson’s (2006b) research focuses on how families do family 
through stories. Families perform their identity through their stories and thus their 
identity is a product of family interaction. “Identity is intrinsic to narrative performance” 
(Langellier & Peterson, 2006b, p. 108), and performance provides an opportunity to view 
family identity. One way families construct identity is through stories about work and in 
particular negotiating family-work boundaries (Langellier & Peterson, 2006c). Through 
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family storytelling about work, families negotiate boundaries surrounding culture, race, 
ethnicity, class, gender, and sexual orientation among other aspects that make up their 
family identity. “Family storytelling creates, expresses, and maintains small group culture 
in interactions across internal and external boundaries that are always moving, relational, 
and permeable” (Langellier & Peterson, 2006c, p. 469), and performance allows 
researchers to examine identity creation through family storytelling. Langellier and 
Peterson (2006a) argued that family storytelling creates and recreates family identity and 
identity is not natural or biological in nature, but rather family storytelling is an ongoing 
cultural process of identity construction. “Family storytelling supports the construction of 
personal identities as individuals narrate themselves as enfamilied selves” (Langellier & 
Peterson, 2006a, p. 119); yet part of this narration are the stories, legacies, and myths that 
individuals are born into as part of the family (Langellier & Peterson, 2006a; Stone, 
2004). Families and individuals inherit stories that are passed down through the family, 
and these stories are another facet of family identity and how families choose to reify (or 
not) the identity inherent in the stories passed down.  
Family Legacies  
 Stone (2004) investigated family stories and how those stories are passed down 
through families and are used to create family identity. Stone suggested that our family 
stories shape us, not just the stories in which we are characters in, but also the stories that 
are passed down, or inherited from other family members. Families choose to shape their 
stories in a way that constructs the meaning they want presented, and those stories will 
continue to live on for as long as they serve a purpose (Stone, 2004). In other words, 
those stories craft parts of the family’s identity and can be discarded when the family 
changes their identity or it is incongruent with the current identity. Stone’s work is 
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important as it elucidates how family identity is inherited and created, and the role it 
serves long-term for that family. These family legacies can be embraced or rejected by 
the family, and it does not necessarily matter if they are positive or negative in nature 
(Thompson et al., 2009).  
 Thompson et al. (2009) investigated family legacies that have been passed down 
through multiple generations, and found both positive and negative family legacies. Of 
particular note is the similarity they found between positive legacies and Midwestern 
values. This similarity indicates the importance of regional culture in the ways in which 
families construct their identity and what is considered to be foundational to who they are 
as family. In addition, Thompson et al. (2009) asked participants how they chose to 
accept or reject their legacies, and their decision was not a result of the legacy being 
positive or negative. Perhaps, part of this is the function that those legacies serve (Stone, 
2004), and the extent to which individuals and families identify with that legacy. Even 
negative legacies serve a function in a family’s identity, and it is important to remember 
that family identity does not have to be positive to be functional for the family, nor does 
that influence the level of family identification. Even small stories (Bamberg, 2006), the 
insignificant life events, are central to identity construction as Tovares (2010) 
demonstrated with family stories about pets. Those small stories served two functions as 
they were used to shape family identity and identify who was considered part of their 
family or in-group. Larger canonical stories also shape relationships and family identity.  
Rituals and Canonical Stories  
 Individuals inherit courtship stories from their parents (Kranstuber Horstman, 
2012) and those stories shape the individual’s identity and their relationships, and 
perhaps even the extent to which they identify with their family. The individual must 
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decide what meaning they can take from the story and how it influences their relationship 
with their family, and romantic relationships in their own lives. Yet, it is not just the 
children that storytelling affects, parents’ martial relationship and positive affect have 
also been linked with dinnertime stories and the rituals associated with dinnertime (Fiese 
& Marjinsky, 1999). Consequently, even the rituals that frame the stories are part of the 
family’s identity as they serve to create and recreate that identity. Specifically, dinnertime 
rituals are one way in which families may indicate who they are as a family. Yet, these 
rituals are not public representations of their identity to the extent that cover stories are.   
 Individuals may use cover stories to save face or to present a certain identity to 
those outside the family (Hest, Pearson, & Child, 2006), and they may reinforce those 
themes in their own family. How individuals use cover stories is indicative of what 
image—or identity is important to that family as the stories presented reflect different 
layers of identity. Identity is constructed at many different levels (Hecht, 2015), and 
narrative research that focuses on the content of the stories and the context are just one 
way in which narrative research contributes to family identity (Thompson et al., 2009; 
Stone, 2004). Content offers one view of what constitutes family identity; however, the 
process of storytelling is just as important to family identity construction.  
Storytelling Process  
 Koenig Kellas and colleagues’ research on jointly told family stories investigates 
the process of jointly constructing stories, and how through the telling of stories families 
create and reflect their identity (2015). The storytelling process reveals the ways in which 
individuals contribute to and identify with their family identity. Specifically, Koenig 
Kellas and Kranstuber Horstman (2015) presented the communicated narrative sense-
making (CNSM) framework as a post-positive approach to narrative, and family 
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communication in particular. Situated in communicated sense-making, which is “how 
people communicate to make sense of their identities, relationships, and difficulties” (p. 
80), CNSM focuses on family health and well-being and how they are connected to the 
patterned ways in which families tell stories. Koenig Kellas and Kranstuber Horstman 
(2015) presented three different ways for accomplishing this, one of which is 
interactional or joint storytelling—the process of jointly constructing stories. Specifically, 
they quantify the extent to which engagement, turn-taking, coherence, and perspective-
taking are tied to individual and relational family outcomes. Accordingly, the focus of 
interactional storytelling research is on the process of storytelling, and how through that 
process families are jointly constructing their identity.  
 Koenig Kellas (2005) suggested that through the process of jointly told family 
stories, it might be possible to determine the level of identification one has with their 
family. Through jointly told family stories, individuals can imply relational status, 
relational closeness, and the degree to which they feel a sense of identification with their 
family. In addition, families were asked to tell a story that represented them as a unit, and 
these stories were evaluated for content themes, identity statements, and interactional 
sense-making behaviors (i.e., turn-taking, perspective-taking, coherence, and 
engagement). Identity statements provided insight into family identity and identification 
as family members made statements about who the family is, or how they fit in the 
family. Moreover, identifying as a storytelling family was related to more engagement in 
the storytelling process. This indicates a need to study family identity from multiple 
facets, not just narrative, as those families who do not identify as a storytelling family 
may not be able to demonstrate who they are through stories, and storytelling may not be 
useful for understanding their cohesiveness and adaptability, since storytelling is not part 
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of their identity. Given that identifying as a storytelling family was the strongest predictor 
of family functioning, it makes sense that storytelling would not be linked with family 
functioning for those families who do not identify as a storytelling family. However, the 
storytelling process and the interactional sense-making behaviors were also tied to the 
theme of the story—such as the theme of tradition and culture which needs to be 
accounted for when conceptualizing and operationalizing family identity (Sillars, 1995).  
 Inherent in each story is a theme—or another aspect of identity, and which stories 
individuals choose to tell are connected to the ways in which they tell the story and 
engage in sense-making behaviors (Koenig Kellas & Trees, 2006). Specifically, Koenig 
Kellas and Trees (2006) found a relationship between the types of interactional sense-
making behaviors families use when telling a story of a difficult experience and their 
ability to make-sense of that experience together. Families who identify as storytellers 
and embrace that aspect of their identity might find more utility in storytelling for the 
sense-making process, whereas if storytelling is not a salient part of their identity, 
storytelling might provide more confusion than clarity. In particular, family-unit sense-
making was used to show what it means to be family, and in this way some of the 
families demonstrated an aspect of their identity through the difficult story. How families 
handle difficult experiences reveals the ways in which families embrace challenges, and 
utilize even negative experiences to construct their identity. Moreover, the interactional 
sense-making (ISM) behaviors that families use when jointly telling difficult stories are 
linked to family functioning and supportiveness (Trees & Koenig Kellas, 2009). Trees 
and Koenig Kellas (2009) found that perspective-taking and coherence were consistent 
predictors of family functioning and supportiveness. Families may use different ISM 
behaviors for different types of stories, and the storytelling process is a key component of 
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understanding family identity. Process is especially important as family members may 
use interactional sense-making behaviors to either ostracize an individual from the family 
unit, to draw a family member back in, or to incorporate a new family member into the 
group and the identity of the family.  
 Each family may differ in the ways in which they use storytelling processes to 
enact family identity. Thorson et al. (2010) used multilevel modeling to explore how 
differences between and within families contributed to their storytelling process, 
indicating a need to more closely examine differences in the family rather than just 
between families. In other words, storytelling can be both a pattern and occur at the 
dyadic level, making it both a function of family identity and the relationship. How 
family members feel about each other contributed to the way in which they engaged in 
jointly told stories, as those who were more satisfied with their relationships were more 
engaged in the storytelling process. How family members feel about each other may 
contribute to the overall identity of the family and could be a result of the extent to which 
they identify with their family as a lack of unity could be exemplified through a lack of 
engagement. Ultimately, narrative research and theorizing offer a broad set of approaches 
to family identity construction and as a facet of family identity narratives serve to affect, 
reflect, and even indicate level of identification with family identity. “Stories people tell 
about their family convey information about the experiences and themes that typify 
family affiliations” (Vangelisti et al., 1999, p. 337), and thus stories convey information 
about both family identity and identification. Narratives serve to create identity (Koenig 
Kellas, 2015), enable researchers to investigate both content and process (Koenig Kellas, 
2015), and observe the ways in which stories allow families to pass on their identity to 
future generations (Stone, 2008). However, narratives can be complex, which makes it 
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challenging to understand exactly how stories function in the family and can be compared 
to other families. Family stories are a valuable source of information and provide unique 
insights into individual families, yet families can also have similar story themes, thus 
making those themes useful for understanding family identity. Although family identity 
may be evident in stories, what is not evident is how to utilize this information to 
generalize across families, nor is it clear how group identification functions.  
Review of Patterned Interactions and Narrative Approaches to Family Identity 
 Each of these approaches discussed provides one view of family identity, and 
these approaches are representative of multiple different research methods scholars have 
used. Designs have ranged from surveys, observations, and interviews, to written 
accounts, and taken together these designs offer a more complete picture of family 
identity than any one alone. The value in multiple methodological approaches is that the 
results of these studies—while individually they suffer from different weaknesses—
together they provide bridges for researchers to fill in the gaps that exist in family 
identity research. Taken together these different approaches provide a multitude of family 
characteristics—if each of these approaches truly captured the larger family identity 
framework, then it stands to reason that there would be more overlap in categories among 
the various frameworks. In other words, it stands to reason that there is a larger 
unaccounted for framework (i.e., family identity) that provides a better understanding of 
how these various dimensions fit together, given that among the five sources of family 
themes there is not a lot of consistency across themes. In Table 2.1 I summarize the major 
themes presented in Chapter 2, and explore where those themes converge and diverge.  
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Table 2.1: Family Characteristics Based on Current Research 
Dimensions based on current 
Literature 
Existing Theoretical Framework 
General Theory of Family 
Communication 
 
1. Conversation orientation Family Communication Patterns  
(Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990) 
2. Conformity orientation  
3. Expressiveness Family Communication Environment  
(Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994) 
4. Structural Traditionalism  
5. Conflict Avoidance  
Family Standards   
   Communication Standards Family Communication Standards (Caughlin, 2003) 
1. Openness  
2. Maintaining Structural 
Stability  
 
3. Expression of Affection   
4. Emotional/instrumental 
support  
 
5. Mindreading   
6. Politeness   
7. Discipline   
8. Humor/sarcasm   
9. Regular routine interaction   
10. Avoidance   
   Relationship Standards Family Relationship Standards  
(Vangelisti et al., 1999) 
1. Care   
2. Disregard   
3. Togetherness   
4. Hostility   
5. Adaptability   
6. Chaos   
7. Reconstruction   
8. Humor  
9. Divergent Values   
10. Personality Attributes   
Family Storytelling  
1. Accomplishment  Family Storytelling Theme (Koenig Kellas, 2005) 
2. Fun   
3. Tradition/Culture   
4. Separateness   
5. Togetherness  
6. Stress   
7. Child Mischief   
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 Despite the plethora of themes/categories in the existing literature, these 
approaches fail to account for identification in the family. Thus, in the next section I will 
argue for the distinction between family identity and family identification (i.e., how is 
who we are as family different from how much we feel a sense of affiliation with the 
family). 
Family Identification  
 Identification is the extent to which a family member feels they are part of the 
family or in-group, or feel that he/she feels as though he/she is part of the same group as 
another individual (shared family identity; see Soliz, 2007). Although each family has 
their own identity, not all family members need to (or do) identify with their family. A 
lack of family identification may result in estrangement, and an overall lack of familial 
support and commitment. This lack of identification may be the result of a discrepancy 
between varying layers of an individuals’ identity (Jung & Hecht, 2004), and only 
through an understanding of family identity and identification can scholars begin to 
elucidate how identity functions in the family and the effects that it has on individual and 
relational outcomes. Identification is a concept that has primarily been developed and 
utilized in a social identity framework. 
 Family identity likely influences the extent to which individuals believe they are 
part of that familial ingroup and/or the extent to which they identify with their family 
more strongly (or less), and even the extent to which they are likely to continue fostering 
that set of relationships (i.e., through continued communication or estrangement). When 
individuals become part of a stepfamily or blended family, the extent to which 
individuals viewed themselves as part of the same family—or felt like one family instead 
of two, contributed to family harmony (Banker & Gaertner, 1998; see also Braithwaite et 
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al., 2001). Not all families take the same path towards feeling like a family, nor will they 
all reach the same level of feeling like a family (Braithwaite et al., 2001). Ultimately, 
identification may function differently in conjunction with different family identities, yet 
in order to investigate this relationship, researchers need to be able to measure family 
identification.   
Ingroup Identification  
 Tropp and Wright defined “ingroup identification as the degree to which the 
ingroup is included in the self” (p. 586). This conceptualization of ingroup identification 
is based off of Aron, Aron, and Smollan’s (1992) research on the inclusion of the other-
in-the-self (IOS), which is a communal based theoretical construct of closeness, that has 
frequently been used as a predictor of relational maintenance strategies. Inclusion of the 
other in the self is conceptualized as the extent to which an individual believes that 
his/her life is interconnected with the other person, or in the case of ingroup 
identification, the extent to which the ingroup is interconnected with the self. This may be 
particularly relevant at moments when the saliency of the group is high. Using the 
theoretical framework provided by Aron et al. (1992) and Tropp and Wright (2001), 
family communication researchers can use this foundation to conceptualize family 
identification as the extent to which an individual sees him/herself as interconnected with 
the ingroup or family. Ingroup identification is an important step in understanding the 
salience of family identification and how family identity is related to not only other 
communication constructs, but also relational and psychosocial outcomes and overall 
family socialization processes. Yet, family identification may vary as a result of 
incongruence between individual and family identity, and subsequently identification 
must be looked at in conjunction with multiple layers of identity.   
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 Individuals with identities that are divergent from their family-of-origin 
experience a disconnect with their family (Breshears, 2010) and may not identify as 
strongly with their family identity because of their personal identity. Communication 
theory of identity (CTI; Jung & Hecht, 2004) is a theory that accounts for the multiple 
layers of identity that exist and how those layers interact to predict individual and 
relational outcomes. Within the CTI framework, identity is conceptualized as 
communication rather than an outcome of communication or communication as an 
outcome of identity. The goal of this theory is “to capture the complex and fluid nature of 
identity by articulating a ‘layered’ perspective of identity in which communication is 
conceptualized as identity enactment or performance rather than merely a cause or 
result/effect of communication” (Hecht, 2015, p. 178).   
 Identities permeate an individual’s existence, from one social identity to the next, 
and individuals are made unique through the combination of a myriad of identities 
(Postmes & Jetten, 2006). Despite the fact that identity frames are conceptualized on a 
general level, each frame can also be operationalized to refer to a specific social 
identity—in this case, family identity. Hecht (2015) suggested that the best and closest 
relationships we have are with people who see us the same way we see ourselves, thus 
having the same identity as the rest of the family may be important for individual and 
relational outcomes (Kam & Hecht, 2009). Individuals identify with multiple social 
groups over the course of their life, and family is a primary social identity individuals 
have. Intergroup research contributes to our understanding of the family as a social 
group, and provides a foundation for understanding the importance of identification. 
Given that identification and identity are often conflated in research, it is easy to see why 
the importance of identification has been overlooked in conjunction with family identity.  
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Conclusion: Approaches to Family Identity  
 As illustrated throughout the chapter, there are multiple ways in which family 
identity has been conceptualized and studied; however, these approaches have yet to be 
integrated into one overarching framework of family identity. Across all of these 
approaches there is a clear bias towards research that focuses on what is typically 
considered positive communication functions, and thus assumes that some aspects of 
family identity are healthier than others. Further, the differences across these approaches 
lies in how identity is conceptualized, whether as a patterned or stable interaction 
(Caughlin, 2003; Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c), as story content or 
process (Koenig Kellas, 2005; Langellier & Peterson, 2006a; Stone, 2004), or as a social 
identity to which individuals belong to (Soliz & Rittenour, 2012). Each approach adds 
something different to researchers’ understanding of family identity and how to position 
it as a larger theoretical model. For example, research on voluntary or fictive kin 
(Braithwaite et al., 2010) focuses on how individuals choose their family members. 
Consequently, family groups can choose to assimilate voluntary family members into the 
family identity or prevent them from being accepted.  
 By investigating family identity, I will provide a framework for studying family 
communication that incorporates research on patterned interactions, narratives, and 
identification with a social group. The next step in this study is to begin the challenging 
process of linking what is already known about individuals and dyads to form a more 
complete picture of the family system and specifically family identity. Although family 
communication researchers have implicitly investigated family identity for the last 
several decades, the lack of cohesion and integration across programs of research, leaves 
scholars and practitioners without a holistic framework from which to investigate family 
  32 
identity—in all of its components, and how those pieces contribute to a variety of 
individual and relational outcomes. Through research that examines multiple aspects of 
family identity at once, researchers can begin to understand how the various components 
of family identity work together. Family identity is largely presumed to be a salient 
component of the development of individuals, and may be predictive of not only the 
longevity and quality of family relationships, but also the extent to which children are 
able and want to bring new individuals into the group (i.e., spouses and children). 
Ultimately, family communication researchers need to have a cohesive framework for 
studying family identity in family research. Finally, using the research presented above as 
a starting point, I present the rationale for Study 1 in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3: RATIONALE FOR STUDY 1 
 Despite the extensive research on family communication, and the implicit ties to 
family identity, programs of research have resulted in a lack of integration across family 
identity research. Consequently, it is necessary to take a step back and return to 
participants’ descriptions of their families as a way to assess gaps and overlaps in the 
literature. Therefore, in this chapter I will outline the rationale for Study 1, and argue for 
an exploratory mixed method design as beneficial for the development of a 
comprehensive framework for understanding family identity and, ultimately, 
development of a family identity assessment tool: the Family Identity Inventory. 
Toward a Conceptual Framework of Family Identity: Rationale for Study 1 
Given the plethora of ways in which family identity has been conceptualized and 
studied, there is a need for a comprehensive framework that provides a bridge between 
existing research programs and integrates additional compositional structures. Through 
this inquiry, the goal is not to develop a typology of family types. Although typologies 
have frequently been used in family communication research (e.g., Fitzpatrick, 1988; 
Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994; Kantor & Lehr, 1975; Koerner & Fitzpatrick 2002a, 2002b, 
2002c; Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990), they are limiting in that they assume that there are a 
limited number of family types that can categorize the wide variety of families. Further, 
typologies are usually based on arbitrary segmentation of levels of a specific dimension 
of family communication or family functioning. For example, family communication 
patterns contains two theoretically orthogonal orientations—conversation and 
conformity, and when these two orientations are put on corresponding x and y axis they 
make up four family types. Traditionally scholars employed median splits in order to 
categorize individuals as either high or low on each orientation, thus allowing them to 
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assign individuals to a particular family type (i.e., laissez-faire, protective, and pluralistic, 
consensual) (see Shearman & Dumlao, 2008 for an example). Consequently, typologies 
often rely on manipulating the data in such a way as to lose much of the information. In 
short, typologies often do not take into account variability of the various dimensions of 
family functioning.  
Consequently, typologies constrain our understanding of families and often lead 
to conclusions about positive or negative family types. Thus, rather than developing a 
way to categorize families, my approach is to identify and investigate specific 
communicative constructs, and to understand how these constructs may vary across a 
variety of family structures. This minimizes the risk of talking about one family type as 
“good” and one family type as “bad”, which has often characterized discussions of family 
communication. Rather, scholars can look at the individual and combined effects of 
multiple communicative processes, and how those effects may vary across demographic 
variables that are typically only mentioned in the limitation sections or family 
communication scholarship. 
 The aim of Study 1 is to determine what the characteristics of family identity are 
and integrate them into a conceptual model of family identity that can be assessed in a 
subsequent study. A more comprehensive model of family identity is essential given that 
existing research traditions focus on a very limited number of family dimensions. In 
particular family communication scholars know a lot about how conversation and 
conformity orientation function (e.g., Schrodt et al., 2008); however, this reflects only 
one component of family communication. By incorporating individuals’ reflections on 
family experiences with extant research on family communication (as reviewed in the 
previous chapter), I can develop a framework of family identity that takes into account 
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the multiple facets of family identity that includes cognitive, affective, communicative 
and structural components. Thus, Study 1 is an opportunity to collect individuals’ 
descriptions of how their families communicate and what makes their family unique, and 
compare those data to existing literature, ascertain where the data and the literature 
overlap and where there are gaps, and then identify the ways in which those factors are 
related. The result of Study 1 will be the foundation for developing the items for the 
Family Identity Inventory, and will also serve as a guide for testing how each of the 
factors contribute to individual and relational outcomes.   
 Given the goal of the dissertation and the aim of Study 1, this project uses a 
mixed-method design that utilizes an exploratory sequential design (Creswell, 2015). A 
mixed-method design is necessary for this project given that a final outcome is a 
conceptual model of family identity and the development of an inventory to assess family 
identity. As such, neither quantitative nor qualitative research alone would be sufficient. 
“All research methods have both strengths and weaknesses” (Creswell, 2015, p. 15) and 
together those strengths offer a more complete picture of the phenomenon being studied. 
In addition, starting with qualitative data is essential for conducing preliminary 
exploration into the area of family identity, and for developing items for an instrument to 
measure family identity. Then, following the qualitative study, a second quantitative 
study will be completed that investigates the psychometric properties of the items 
developed in study 1. For a visual depiction of this process please see Figure 3.1, which 
also includes a future phase of this project (Creswell, 2015).  
 Given the complexities of family identity, Study 1 is an important step in 
determining how individuals view their families, and using that data to inform Study 2. 
The data from this study will either serve to reify the existing family communication 
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research structures, or provide an avenue to develop a more comprehensive model of 
family identity. Therefore, Study 1 is an opportunity to let individuals describe their 
families without preexisting frameworks, and consequently to identify both gaps in the 
literature and crossover. Thus, I propose the following research question: 
 Research Question: What characteristics do individuals identify in describing 
 family  communication and general family identity?  
 In the following chapter I present the methods for Study 1, including participants 
and procedures and data analysis.
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CHAPTER 4: METHODS FOR STUDY 1 
 As I have argued in the previous chapters, family communication researchers still 
lack an overarching framework from which to study family identity. Identity is a complex 
and nuanced aspect of individuals and social group, it is therefore necessary to take a step 
back from what is currently known about family identity and determine if participants 
experiences converge or diverge from existing literature. Thus, Study 1 is the first step in 
an exploratory mixed method design to assess how to best integrate existing literature and 
recognize what may be currently missing in family communication research. In the 
following sections of this chapter I discuss how participants were solicited for this 
project, the types of questions participants were asked to answer, and the data analysis 
process. Study 1 addresses the characteristics individuals identify when describing their 
family.  
Study 1: Method 
Participants and Procedures 
 Participation was solicited from courses at a public university in the Midwest (see 
Appendix A for recruitment script). Upon securing human subjects approval (see 
Appendix B for consent form), participants who were at least 19 years of age completed 
an online survey that took approximately 30 minutes to complete. For the current study, 
the sample included 181 young adults with a mean age of 20.11 (SD = 1.74). The sample 
was primarily female (56.6%), and predominantly Caucasian or Non Latino/a (80.2%). 
Most of the participants reported being either sophomores (56.1%) or juniors (27.8%) in 
college. The majority of participants (78%) reported that their parents were either still 
living together or still married, and the majority of participants reported between 1-3 full 
biological siblings (79.3%). 
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 Participants were offered one research credit for completing a set of open-ended 
questions on Qualtrics. The questions were related to their family communication, the 
similarities and differences that exist in their communication with different family 
members, and what they think makes their family unique. A complete copy of the 
questionnaire, including demographic questions, is presented in Appendix C. 
Data Analysis 
 The open-ended questions produced a total of 161 pages of double spaced data.  
A research assistant and I used the following steps to analyze the data. First, we each read 
through the transcripts independently to familiarize ourselves with how participants 
described their family and communication in their family. Following this, we each read 
through the transcripts a second time, this time identifying particular themes that emerged 
in each question. During this round of coding, Owen’s (1984) method for thematic 
analysis guided our reading of the text. This technique requires that themes repeat across 
the data set, key phrases or wording reappear, and speakers are “forceful” (Owen, 1984, 
p. 275), meaning that they somehow emphasize information, in this case through the use 
of capital letters and exclamation points.  
 Second, once these themes had been identified in response to each question, we 
went through the data a third time using a constant comparative analysis (Corbin & 
Strauss, 2008). Constant comparative analysis compares  
 Incident against incident for similarities and differences. Incidents that are found 
 to be conceptually similar to previously coded incidents are given the same 
 conceptual label and put under the same code. Each new incident that is coded 
 under a code adds to the general properties and dimensions of that code, 
 elaborating it and bringing in variation. (p. 195)  
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After several rounds of coding we were confident that the themes identified represented 
interesting and relevant patterns in regards to how families communicate and how 
individuals saw their family as different from other families.  
 Finally, we compared themes across questions to look for larger patterns in the 
data. Through this careful analysis we were able to identify 10 distinct characteristics of 
family. These 10 characteristics are indicative of various aspects that individuals 
perceived were unique to their family and/or influenced the ways in which they interacted 
with their family members. For example, families may communicate in a more or less 
open fashion, or they may be more likely to use humor as a regular component of their 
interactions. In addition to the 10 communicative characteristics, we also identified six 
family composition dimensions. Family composition characteristics are aspects that can 
be viewed as more discrete categories. For example, families may be grouped by socio-
economic status, or where they live geographically (i.e., these characteristics are often 
used to differentiate cultures). Each of these dimensions focuses on characteristics that 
could be used to describe the family as a whole. The following chapter includes the 
results of Study 1, exemplars, and comparisons to the extant literature presented in 
Chapter 2.  
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CHAPTER 5: RESULTS FOR STUDY 1 
 Study 1 is the first step in building a conceptual framework and inventory of 
family identity, and participants responded to open-ended responses to questions about 
what makes their family unique. A research assistant and myself then analyzed the 
answers to those questions, where we used thematic analysis to derive dimensions of 
interest with regards to family identity. In this chapter I present the results of the data 
analysis, in answer to RQ1. In this chapter I report these results and discuss the 
correspondence of the results of Study 1 with existing literature. 
Results 
 Overall, the results of Study 1 produced 16 themes that emerged across questions 
(see Table 5.1 and Table 5.2). Included in Table 5.1—the 10 communicative dimensions, 
and Table 5.2—the six family composition dimensions, are dimension labels, 
descriptions of each dimension, exemplars with identification numbers (e.g., Q2: 12; is 
question 2, participant number 12), and citations for literature that supports the findings 
of that dimension (i.e., extant research that has found similar themes when studying 
families as presented in Table 2.1). 
 The first set of results are 10 themes contained in Table 5.1, that are indicative of 
various characteristics that individuals subscribe to their families. Specifically, these 
dimensions focused on both communicative and affective areas of family identity and 
rather than being discrete categories (either a family is or is not) these themes can be 
viewed along a continuum (e.g., openness to closedness, with each family existing 
somewhere between these two end points). These themes capture the characteristics that 
individuals felt made their family unique, and how they identified with their family.  
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Family Characteristics: Table 5.1  
 As detailed in Table 5.1, the first theme is openness, which is the extent to which 
family members feel as though they can talk about anything with each other in a 
respectful manner. This also includes the two subthemes as participants were careful to 
separate out the idea that they were able to tell their family anything, from the idea that 
what they tell their family will be received in a respectful way. This theme is consistent 
with several areas of family communication research, and it is evident family openness is 
an important consideration, at least in research on White middle class families (e.g., 
Caughlin, 2003; Fitzpatrick & Richie, 1994; Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990; cf, Matsunaga 
& Imahori, 2009).  
 The second theme is support or the extent to which participants perceived their 
family would always be there for them if they needed them. Participants references 
support in three subthemes, emotional, financial, and advice giving. Specifically, 
participants indicated that their family would always be there for them no matter what, 
that if they ever needed financial assistance their family would provide it, and that when 
they needed advice family members were a great place to start. Although support has 
been well studied (e.g., Goldsmith, 2008), the research on support as an aspect of family 
identity has received less attention; however, both Caughlin (2003) and Vangelisti et al., 
(1999) have investigated the role of support and care as family standards. Which 
indicates that individuals do expect supportiveness to be a family standard.  
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 The third theme is discipline, which was the extent to which parents were 
expected to use discipline in an effective and appropriate manner. Specifically, 
participants perceived that parents were responsible for disciplining their children in a 
way that is beneficial to their up-bringing and not damaging to the relationship. Caughlin 
(2003) also identified discipline as a standard that families have; however, Matsunaga 
and Imahori (2009) identified FCS differences gives different cultural backgrounds, 
indicating that their might be more nuances to how these standards and themes function 
across families.  
 The fourth theme to emerge was centered around humor, sarcasm, and fun, 
specifically how participants felt that their family was the place they could be silly, but 
that also sometimes humor could be used as a way to hurt other family members. 
Although the positive side of humor appears in extant literature (e.g., Caughlin, 2003; 
Koenig Kellas, 2005; Vangelisti et al., 1999), the darker side of humor is not prevelant in 
existing frameworks of family communication. Thus, it is important to realize that 
participants also recognize the negative aspects of humor in the family.  
 The fifth theme involves time that families spend together, whether it is through 
certain rituals or activities, or just by being together. This was often exemplified through 
birthdays and holidays, or being involved in children’s activities. Scholars have regularly 
measured aspects of family related to routine interaction and tradition (e.g., Caughlin, 
2003; Koenig Kellas, 2005; Vangelisti et al., 1999), and it is important to understand the 
importance of families spending time together, and thus look at multiple ways in which 
families talk about family time.  
 The next theme is affection and care, this was the extent to which participants felt 
that their family members demonstrated that they loved them, yet this was also the extent 
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to which the felt a lack of care and concern. Although some participants indicated how 
much love and affection there was in the family, others indicated that love and affection 
were almost never expressed. Both Caughlin (2003) and Vangelisti et al. (1999) included 
aspects of either care or affection; however, again these ignore the absence of care and 
affection in the family, as well as the ability to hurt other family members through that 
lack of affection.  
 Participants also discussed the role of conflict in their family, or the extent to 
which conflict was avoided. This was exemplified through participants talking about 
always pretending that things were ok, even when they weren’t, to have shouting 
matches. Family Communication Standards and the Family Communication Environment 
(Caughlin, 2003; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994) measures assess the avoidance of conflict 
in the family. Clearly conflict avoidance has been an area of interest in families for some 
time, and it is important to recognize that the ways in which families are engaging in 
conflict in the family is tied to other hierarchical structures and other family 
characteristics or roles. 
 The theme of role models emerged as participants talked about the role of being a 
“good” family member or role model for the family, or how some individuals 
exemplified how they did not want to behave in family. Participants indicated that role 
models were important; however, there is paucity of research on family role models. 
Although there is research that uses a role lens for defining family, participants did not 
discuss taking on particular duties and functions in the family, but rather felt that it was 
important for there to be family members that were worth emulating.  
 The next theme includes personality attributes, and how participants felt part of 
their relationship with other family members was a result of various personality attributes 
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and differences that were present among family members. Although Vangelisti et al., 
(1999) included personality attributes as a family relational standard, it is possible that 
this theme is appearing because when individuals are talking about their families they are 
more likely to make attributions to themselves and others, thus emphasizing those 
personality attributes as part of how families communicate.  
 The final theme in family characteristics revolves around closeness, and the extent 
to which participants felt very close to their family members or felt life would be better 
without certain family members. In addition, participants talked about being so close to 
their family members that they were like “friends” indicating that friend was an elevated 
status for some participants, in comparison to family members. Although closeness is not 
directly evident in some of the family identity literature (cf., Koenig Kellas, 2005; 
Vangelisti et al., 1999), this might be a result of closeness is being used as an outcome of 
family communication, rather than an underlying relational ideology that families have. 
Thus, it is important to consider the role that closeness plays and if it might be more 
prudent to consider the impact it has on outcome variables, instead of considering it an 
outcome variable.  
 Each of the previous themes is listed in Table 5.1. The overlap with existing 
measures lends validity to the current study, and enhances the current findings. The 
themes in Table 5.1 provide a starting place for determining the components of family 
identity, given that they appear in existing research on family identity, and also that 
participants in the current study articulated these themes as well. However, participants 
also indicated additional characteristics that they perceived were influential in making 
their family unique, and thus contributing to their family identity.  
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Structural Characteristics: Table 5.2  
 In addition to these family characteristics, participants also discussed a variety of 
structural components that are key to the ways in which their families communicate and 
how those aspects differentiate their family from other families (see Table 5.2). These 
compositional factors take into account aspects of families that can often be characterized 
as cultural or structural components (i.e., race-ethnicity, geographic location). 
Participants discussed six aspects of family that are often viewed as static variables: 
religion, finances, education, race/ethnicity, geography, and size/age gap. 
 Religion was discussed as both important to the family as a whole and interrelated 
with all other aspects of their family, and participants indicated that their caretakers 
would use religion to control them and dictate what path they should take. Religion was 
also an important consideration with regards to romantic partners and bringing them into 
the family unit.  
 Finances were also an important consideration for participants, as they indicated 
that it was important to financially support other family members when possible, but only 
up until it was preventing them from being independent. This was also tied to the third 
theme of education. 
 Participants indicated that education was a value intricate to their family, either 
because their parents were educated, or because their parents lacked a college education. 
In other words, education was important because they needed to do well in school to be 
successful.  
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 A fourth theme related to structural and cultural factors was race/ethnicity. 
Specifically, participants talked about the importance of racial and ethnic background 
both from a cultural standpoint related to how they were raised, and there were different 
experiences that participants felt they had given that they were of an ethnic/racial 
minority background.  
 Geography was relevant for participants in two ways: first as the place in which 
they grew up, and second as how dispersed there family was. Individuals felt that where 
they were living impacted, such that different locations also have different values and 
ways of life associated with them that influenced how their family unit functioned. In 
addition, individuals felt that how far away they lived from their extended family (and 
immediate family) played a role in holidays, birthday, and how close they were to those 
family members.  
 Finally, participants perceived they communicated with their siblings differently 
based on how many of them there were and how spread out they were—family size. 
Although this was more indicative of how they communicated with their sibling rather 
than their family as a whole, it maybe that they saw their sibling relationships as so 
enmeshed with their parental relationships that those differences impacted how the whole 
family communicated.  
 Taken as a whole these results draw together a larger body of research and 
provides empirical evidence that supports the need for a more expansive model of family 
identity that includes compositional aspects. Overall, these 16 dimensions provide a 
cohesive look at what individuals believe are important to how their family functions. 
Each of these 16 themes are presented below: Table 5.1 included themes, subthemes, 
descriptions, exemplars, and connections to extant literature, and Table 5.2 included 
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themes, subthemes, descriptions, and exemplars. These results further demonstrate that a 
holistic understanding of one’s family identity necessitates considering many of these 
characteristics, and including both family characteristics and structural components when 
investigating family identity and its predictive qualities. Thus, in the following chapter, I 
discuss the implications of Study 1 and provide a rationale for Study 2.
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION FOR STUDY 1 AND RATIONALE FOR STUDY 2 
 In the following chapter I discuss Study 1 and the implications of the family 
characteristics and structural components themes. Specifically, the following chapter lays 
the foundation for Study 2 and how the results of Study 1 are essential for developing a 
Family Identity Inventory. Thus, Study 1 not only useful for identifying the constructs of 
family identity, but also for item development. Then, using those items, in Study 2 I will 
test the psychometric properties of the inventory, and the predictive power of the family 
identity inventory.  
Discussion and Rationale for Study 2 
 Overall, the results of Study 1 offer three important implications regarding family 
communication and family identity. First, family identity is multi-faceted and includes 
both communicative aspects, and ideological components—such as family importance 
and family hierarchy (e.g., Sillars, 1995). Second, composition factors  (e.g., race-
ethnicity, religion, SES) are important in how individuals view their family, and thus 
researchers need to account for these characteristics. Finally, although a typology (e.g., 
Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990) is efficient and useful for researching families, it fails to 
capture the nuanced ways in which families function, given the numerous ways in which 
individuals described their families.  
Implication 1: Multiplicative Nature of Family Identity 
 In the data for Study 1, participants talked about various aspects that they felt 
made their family unique or different from other families However, what individuals saw 
as special about their family was reiterated by multiple participants, further indicating 
that there are underlying constructs of family identity that are applicable to families in 
general. When comparing the findings from the current study to past research on family 
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identity, there are several areas that are consistent across research. For example, level of 
openness appears as an important aspect of family communication, as participants 
discussed different levels of openness with their family members, and it is consistent with 
family communication patterns (Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990), family communication 
standards (Caughlin, 2003), and family communication environments (Fitzpatrick & 
Ritchie, 1994). Participants also discussed conflict in their family or lack of conflict, as 
some participants talked about engaging in a lot of conflict, and others reported that they 
never had conflict in their family. Both the FCS (Caughlin, 2003) and the FCEI 
(Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994) contain dimensions that focus on level of conflict 
avoidance, as the extent to which families are conflict avoidant (or not) speaks to their 
need for group harmony, and the ability to express conflict with other family members. 
 The sources throughout Table 5.1 support the themes found in Study 1, and taken 
together existing research and Study 1 provide a foundation for developing a model of 
family identity. What was clear throughout the results was the interconnection between 
the family characteristics and the structural dimensions. Often participants would discuss 
multiple dimensions in their responses to a question, and it was evident from those 
responses that their family identity is situated in a larger cultural framework comprised of 
size, geography, socioeconomic status, race/ethnicity, and religious orientations (e.g., 
“Because growing up it [religion] was big part of our family identity” Q2: 51). 
Implication 2: Culture and Structure Matter  
 The second implication of Study 1 was the frequency with which participants 
talked about cultural and composition factors that affected how their family 
communicated, and thus their family identity. Although one of the most common 
limitations in family communication research is related to cultural and compositional 
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factors (i.e., sample demographics), scholars have yet to fully investigate the role of these 
factors in family communication. It was evident from participant responses that 
geography, SES (finances, education), religion, size, and race/ethnicity all influence the 
ways in which their families communicate. Accounting for these differences is important 
in a model of family identity, as each of these aspects has the potential to change the 
relationship between family identity and relational and individual outcomes. As Sillars 
(1995) pointed out, cultural factors should no longer be separated out into their own field 
of study (i.e., intercultural communication research), but rather scholars should integrate 
cultural factors into research on families. When scholars do incorporate other cultural and 
compositional factors they find differences among how families communicate (see 
Matsunaga, 2009), yet most family scholarship does not recognize the potential 
differences in the ways families communicate based on larger compositional and cultural 
factors. Incorporating these factors into a model of family identity provides a more 
comprehensive and nuanced understanding of the ways in which families communicate. 
In addition, by accounting for these larger influences, family communication scholars 
will be able to generate research that is more useful for families and family therapy 
practitioners.  
Implication 3: Families are Complex 
 The third implication of this study is the complexity of families, and the necessity 
of moving to a more comprehensive model of family identity. Typologies have enabled 
scholars to delve into a cohesive set of research, and they have provided scholars with an 
excellent foundation for studying family communication. However, a move beyond a 
typological study of family communication is necessary in order to continue expanding 
our understanding of family communication. Family communication research has thrived 
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on typologies, and much of what we know about family communication comes from a 
theoretical framework that utilizes a typology (i.e., Kantor and Lehr’s (1975) typology of 
families (i.e., closed, open, and random families), Fitzpatrick’s (1988) couple types (i.e., 
independent, traditional, separate, and mixed), Ritchie & Fitzpatrick (1990) family 
communication patters). However, these approaches, while useful are also limiting, 
particularly when families are categorized by turning a continuous variable into a 
categorical variable. Dichotomizing a variable results in a loss of variance and 
subsequently in a loss of power (Cohen, 1983), thus typologies which have typically 
divided families into one type or another are limited in their ability to tell us about 
families. Moreover, with typologies, families who are in the middle (the centroids) are 
either ignored or split to be included in either the high or low group.  
 Although research has moved toward the use of the entire continuous variable 
(i.e., using conversation and conformity, and the interaction term), research that uses 
family communication patterns (and other typologies) still focuses on just these two 
orientations as the foundation of family communication, regardless of cultural and 
compositional factors (c.f., Phillips & Soliz, 2017 for research that compares FCP across 
different racial and ethnic groups). Therefore, despite the prevalence of typologies in 
family communication research, the limitations associated with them are preventing 
researchers from investigating more nuanced aspects of family identity. 
 Thus, based on the results of Study 1, I am proposing a more comprehensive 
conceptual model of family identity that take into account the various dimensions of 
family identity and the larger structural components that play a prominent role in family 
communication. Families are more than just unidimensional, in that they cannot be 
distilled down to one set of communicative behaviors (e.g., FCP), and it is through the 
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integration of these communicative factors, ideological beliefs, and compositional factors 
that families shape individuals. Thus, researchers would benefit from a model that 
generates applicable findings. Clearly no one model will be a perfect fit for all families; 
however, the proposed model serves as a way for researchers to look at various between 
and within family differences. Sillars (1995) argued that a culturalal approach to families 
is necessary to understand the nuanced ways in which families communicate, and that 
instead of assuming that culture is a separate category of research it should be integrated 
into family communication research. Further, coupled with this model, my goal is to 
create an inventory (i.e., set of measures) to assess the various dimensions introduced as 
reflective of family identity. 
 The proposed model takes into account several different aspects of family based 
on extant research and the findings from Study 1. The conceptual model integrates 
communicative processes, compositional structures, relational ideology, family 
identification, and life stressors to look at their combined effects on various individual 
and relational outcomes. The results of Study 1 and past research serve as the foundation 
for incorporating each of these components into the larger conceptual model. To follow I 
will explain each of the components and subcomponents listed in Figure 6.1, and then I 
will discuss the integration of these components and how together they provide a 
comprehensive approach to family identity research. The following table (6.1) contains a 
list of the constructs in the model and assessed in the Family Identity Inventory that will 
comprise my work in Study 2. 
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Table 6.1: Family Identity Inventory Constructs 
Communication Discourses and Processes 
1.  Discipline 
2. Conflict Avoidance 
3. Affection 
4. Openness 
5. Support 
6. Humor/fun 
7. Storytelling 
      8.    Family Time 
Composition Structures 
1. Race/Ethnicity 
2. Geographic Dispersion 
3. SES 
4. Religion 
      5.    Extended family relationships 
Relational Ideology 
1. Centrality of family 
2. Hierarchy 
      3.    Closeness 
Family Identification 
Life Stressors 
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Communication Discourse and Processes 
 Communication scholars have investigated a host of communicative behaviors 
and cognitive structures that are related to specific communication behaviors, such as 
family communication patterns, storytelling, family communication standards. Taken 
together this set of research focuses on openness, affection, support, discipline, humor, 
and conflict to name just a few. When combined with the communicative themes that 
participants mentioned in Study 1, the result is a set of seven communicative aspects that 
spring from prior research and Study 1. Thus, given the centrality of communication to 
constituting our realities and families, I propose that these seven factors (i.e., discipline, 
conflict/avoidance, openness, affection, support, humor/fun, and family time) provide the 
communicative foundation of the model.  
 Discipline. Caughlin (2003) proposed that discipline functions as one of the 
standards of family communication, and participants in Study 1 frequently discussed the 
salience of discipline in the family. However, participants noted various opinions on 
discipline—from it being a necessary component of family, to being restrictive and 
confining. Although discipline can be viewed as part of a hierarchical family structure 
(e.g., participants reported that their parents enforced particular rules), it is unclear what 
other factors contribute to the positive or negative view of discipline in the family. 
Consequently, while some of the examples may seem similar to the items associated with 
conformity orientation (Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994; Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990), it is 
important to expand how discipline is framed in the family and the potential for it to 
function in multiple ways.  
 Conflict avoidance. Family relational standards (Vangelisti et al., 1999), family 
communication standards (Caughlin, 2003), and Koerner and Fitzpatrick’s (2002c) 
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general theory of family communication all include a conflict avoidance dimension of 
family communication. This is consistent with participants’ reports of both engaging in 
conflict in their family and being part of a family that never has conflict. It is important to 
note that consistent with past research on conflict that has investigated both the 
constructive and destructive aspects of conflict, participants talked about how conflict 
was both useful for resolving disagreements and that it should be avoided. Thus 
emphasizing the importance of conflict avoidance in families and the extent to which it 
was constructive is dependent on additional family factors. Therefore, conflict/avoidance 
serves as the second communicative dimension in the proposed model.  
 Affection. Affection is an important contributor to relational outcomes and 
overall well-being (Floyd et al., 2005, 2007, 2009, 2010), and is also a component of the 
FCS (Caughlin, 2003). Participants talked about both the ways in which family members 
communicated care and affection, and also how given their close relationships family 
members were able to hurt each other and show a lack of care and affection for one 
another. Some participants also reported how little they exchanged affection with some 
family members and the hurt that resulted. Thus, both the presence and absence of 
affection communicate important relational components in the family and may provide 
insight into nuances in various dyadic relationships within the family system.  
 Openness. Openness is frequently associated with positive relational outcomes 
(e.g., Schrodt & Phillips, in press) and is a key component of the FCS, RFCP, and FCEI 
(e.g., Caughlin, 2003; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994; Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 1990). 
Participants discussed both the ability to “tell them [family members] anything” and how 
they would avoid sharing information with family members. Consequently, openness 
functions on a continuum, with some families sharing more information with each other 
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than others. The extent to which individuals are open with each other is one 
communicative behavior that may function as an aspect of a family’s identity and thus 
contributes to additional family factors, including family members willingness to ask for 
and provide support.  
 Support. Social support has been extensively studied (e.g., Goldsmith, 2008), and 
Caughlin (2003) demonstrated that individuals view support as a standard in families. In 
addition, participants reported multiple ways in which families offered or did not offer 
social support (e.g., emotional, financial, and advice giving). Goldsmith (2008) argued 
that enacted support is most beneficial when conceptualized as a communication process, 
and by framing social support in the family as a communicative process, it can be viewed 
as a component of how families conceptualize their identity—either as a family who 
supports each other or a family who does not.  
 Humor/fun. Participants often discussed how humor, sarcasm, and fun were 
foundational to their family interactions, and how they communicated with each other. 
However, they also indicated that humor and sarcasm could function negatively in the 
family and were occasionally destructive to relationships. Humor and fun as a component 
of family communication is consistent with Koenig Kellas’ (2005) family storytelling 
themes, the FCS (Caughlin, 2003), and family relationship standards (Vangelisti et al., 
1999). Humor and fun may be a frequent part of storytelling in the family, and families 
may retell stories that are entertaining.   
 Storytelling. Although storytelling was not specifically discussed by participants, 
many of the themes found are reminiscent of the storytelling themes Koenig Kellas 
(2005) found in her research on family storytelling. Thus, it stands to reason, that while 
storytelling was not explicitly talked about, participants may have been inexplicitly 
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referencing storytelling or drawing on storytelling experiences when mentioning other 
themes. Given the importance of narrative in identity development (Koenig Kellas, 
2015), storytelling was ultimately included as an exploratory component in the final 
model. This enables the model to account for families who are more or less storytelling 
families. Since family storytelling occurs when multiple family members get together, it 
is possible that storytelling is a regular component of family time, which leads to the final 
component of the communicative behaviors portion of the model. 
 Family time. Participants frequently reported family rituals, activities, 
dinnertime, and just spending time as key aspects of their families. This fits with both the 
“routine interactions” category in the family communication standards scale (Caughlin, 
2003) and the “tradition/culture” theme in the family storytelling themes (Koenig Kellas, 
2005). In addition, participants’ recollections of family events illustrates the importance 
of rituals in constructing families (Baxter & Braithwaite, 2006). However, a model of 
family identity is only complete when compositional structures (those often linked to 
culture) are included, as these characteristics may be useful in explaining why some 
families use one type of communicative behavior over another.  
Composition Structures  
 There are a variety of structures that influence family relationships. These 
composition structures are typically ways of talking about families based on some type of 
demographic variable. Sillars (1995) argued that “families have their own comfort zone 
for many of the message variables that concern researchers—disclosure, negativity, 
criticism, punishment, relationship talk, “mind reading,” (p. 393), and that by ignoring 
the larger social structures present in families, researchers are unable to make claims 
about the communicative behaviors under investigation. Only by also taking into account 
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the following cultural factors: (as) race/ethnicity, (b) geography, (c) SES, (d) religion, 
and (e) kin networks, can scholars conduct research that has practical applications.  
 Race/Ethnicity. North American researchers know a lot about American, 
Caucasian, middle-class families; however, by ignoring other cultural factors, scholars 
are generating knowledge that is specific to a particular family (Sillars 1995). Gudykunst 
and Lee (2001) called for research that investigates ethnicity and family, and suggested 
that race, religion, and national characteristics associated with ethnicity are important for 
understanding how families function. For example, Wang (2016) demonstrated that in 
Chinese culture, openness—particularly openness about sex is not always the best choice 
for parents hoping to reduce their child’s risky behavior. In addition, Matsunaga and 
Imahori (2009) found that across American and Japanese families, there were different 
profiles for family communication standards. By incorporating racial and ethnic 
background into research on families, researchers can provide information on the norms 
of each group, rather than drawing comparisons between any non-white group and the 
typical study sample (Staples & Mirande, 1980). While marriage and family therapists 
have been investigating the role of culture for several decades (see Hong, 1989), family 
communication scholars have largely ignored the impact of race and ethnicity in families, 
and have instead treated all families as similar. Ethnicity and race, are not a choice but 
rather an inherent part of the family structure (Sillars, 1995), and should be included in 
our analysis of identity and family communication. These characteristics also bring to the 
forefront the importance of place, as it is not just national differences that influence 
families.  
 Geographic dispersion. When searching for research on the influence of 
geography, it is easy to find articles detailing the differences between families in different 
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countries (e.g., Matsunaga & Imahori, 2009), yet the cultural implications of a particular 
region are often overlooked. One video often shown in communication courses when 
discussing language details the differences in word choices across different regions of the 
U.S. (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qXGuCaApR7U); however, there is a lack of 
research that takes into account how these variations are influencing families. For 
example, researchers have demonstrated the difference in approaches to violence based 
on area of the country (Nisbett, 1993), indicating a need to investigate how larger 
regional values are influencing family characteristics.  
 Participants frequently mentioned how where they were living impacted their 
family. Whether it was urban or rural, or the difference between Nebraska and Florida, 
where their family was located helped shape their experiences. Place is embedded with 
cultural values and norms that likely shape and provide insight into family functioning, 
and thus it is not just country but also region or state that influence families. While some 
of this is related to physical location, some of it may also be contingent on socioeconomic 
standing and the ability to afford to live in a particular area of the country.  
 Socio-Economic Status (SES). SES status has been linked to divides in education 
attainment (Musu-Gillette, 2015), mobile access (Lee & Kim, 2014), and health care 
(Hughes & Simpson, 1995), to name a few. SES also impacts a family’s ability to provide 
financial support and may also be a contributor to living location. Participants not only 
discussed SES in regards to their family’s financial support, but also in regards to access 
to extracurricular activities, spending time, quality and value of education, and living 
situation. Although SES is not often viewed as a primary component of family 
communication, models of family communication still need to account for the variety of 
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socio-economic standing that families may experience, as this may change their approach 
to education and the resources that they have access to.  
 Religion. Scholars have approached religion from a variety of ways such as 
church attendance, and extrinsic and intrinsic orientation (e.g., Fife, Nelson, & 
Messersmith, 2014). Fife et al. (2014) demonstrated a positive relationship between 
conversation and conformity orientation and religious strength, and Colaner, Soliz, and 
Nelson (2014) demonstrated a relationship between various types of accommodative and 
nonaccomodative communication and the effects of those strategies on relational well-
being. Thus, religion functions as an additional social identity that families must 
navigate, as parents may try and enforce particular religious values (e.g., Fife et al., 
2014), and individuals may try to indicate how their own personal religious orientation 
diverges from that of their family (Colaner et al., 2014). Consequently, religion functions 
not only as a family level identity that influences how families function, but also as a 
point of contention when individuals have to manage conflicting religious identities. This 
may be even more evident with extended family relationships. 
 Extended family relationships. Although not prominent across questions, 
participants did talk about the importance of their extended family, or how their extended 
family members were part of their family rituals. Families may remain close with all 
extended family, create distance, or choose one side that they more strongly identify with, 
oftentimes identifying with the family who has better stories (Stone, 1988). Floyd and 
Morman (2014) demonstrated the importance of extended networks with their book 
Widening the Family Circle, which focuses on the plethora of relationships that are 
possible in families, including aunting—a very specific form of kin network. Braithwaite 
et al. (2010) suggested that there are also kin networks made up of voluntary or chosen 
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kin, in addition to non-voluntary kin. Although kin networks may not be central 
communication processes in the family, they do provide information on how individuals 
view family. “Extended family ties also increase homogeneity of expectations, promote a 
more family-centered form of intimacy, and stabilize individual and family identities” 
(Sillars, 1995, p. 393), and thus are also indicative of a family’s ideology.  
Relational Ideology 
 Family communication research is often devoid of cultural implications and 
isolates communication from a larger belief and value framework within the family. 
Sillars (1995) argued that: 
 Communication is embedded  within a matrix of beliefs and patterns that give rise 
 to communication and, in turn are maintained or redefined through the exchange. 
 Yet we often talk about communication in families without considering the 
 surrounding matrix. For example, of the many studies that have considered 
 communication and marital satisfaction or distress, only a small number have 
 considered how cultural orientations  contribute to the meaning of communication 
 patterns. (p. 376)  
Thus, the ideology of the family is an essential component for understanding how 
differences in communication may produce similar individual and relational outcomes.  
 Centrality of family. Sillars (1995) proposed the term “centrality of family” to 
indicate a focus on the family, and noted that family centrality is often associated with 
various ethnic minorities in the US; however, that does not preclude it from being an 
important ideological component of other families, nor does it mean that all ethnic 
minority families must hold centrality of family as a foundational value. Part of family 
centrality is the overall cohesiveness of the family, such as a focus on we language 
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instead of I language. Families who use more cohesive language demonstrate a more 
collectivistic orientation to family, instead of an individualistic tendency. Rather what is 
important is the role that centrality of family plays in relational and individual outcomes 
and the way in which centrality of family interacts with family identification, as 
individuals may not identify with their family, but may feel such a strong sense of 
familialism that it overrides their lack of identification.  
 Hierarchy. Structural stability, traditionalism, conformity, these terms are often 
associated with some type of familial hierarchy and adherence to a prescribed set of 
beliefs and values (Caughlin, 2003; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994; Ritchie & Fitzpatrick, 
1990). Moreover, they are frequently viewed as having a negative effect on relationships 
and individual well-being outcomes (Schrodt, Ledbetter & Orht, 2007). However, despite 
the plethora of research on conformity, it did not emerge as a characteristic of families in 
the current study. Yet, that does not mean it is not an underlying family value. Families 
may adhere to specific roles and beliefs, yet this underlying ideology may not be overt 
enough to be brought up in a consistent manner. Thus, rather than assuming that all 
conformity is bad, conformity may be more curvilinear in its functioning, particularly 
when it is thought of as an ideological component that families value and endorse.  
 Closeness. The positivity bias in research often leads us to use closeness as an 
outcome variable, and to view estrangement as a negative outcome of family 
communication. However, when we think about families as having a particular ideology 
that contributes to their functioning, then we can view closeness as a value that families 
hold. Is being close important to them as a whole? Do they prioritize family closeness? 
Individuals may discuss estrangement as a negative aspect of their relationship, as one is 
always connected to his/her family, or individuals may extol the values that should be 
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associated with family and distance themselves from individuals who do not meet those 
standards (Scharp & Thomas, 2016). Thus, by thinking about closeness as a function of 
family ideology, rather than as an outcome of family communication, researchers will 
approach families with a more culturally sensitive lens. Although each of these 
characteristics help inform family ideology, they do not account for an individual’s 
identification with their family.   
Family Identification 
 Identification with the family has been primarily investigated from the perspective 
of shared family identity (Soliz & Harwood, 2006), or it has been conflated with identity. 
Although shared family identity is important for understanding affiliation with a 
particular other, it limits that affiliation to one person. Identification with a social group 
as a whole allows the individual to self-define who comprises that social group. Social 
identification has been conceptualized in several different ways (Tropp & Wright, 2001); 
however, Tropp and Wright (2001) argued that the underlying construct of the various 
definitions of group identification are the same. Thus they proposed “a basic 
conceptualization of ingroup identification as the degree to which the ingroup is included 
in the self “ (p. 586). Given that family is often the first social identity one belongs to 
(Lay et al., 1998), it is important to also assess group identification. Specifically, 
individuals may or may not identify with their family identity, and the potential 
disconnect could be linked to one’s willingness to socialize new members into the family 
(e.g., significant other) or provide long-term social support, particularly during times of 
stress. Thus, understanding the extent to which individuals identify with their family 
identity—regardless of whether or not that identity may be viewed by researchers as 
positive or negative—may provide insight into the ways in which what have typically 
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been thought of as destructive families can be functional. Consequently, the family 
culture is a set “of behaviors and attitudes associated with values, rules, and ideologies 
representative of the group” (Soliz, 2004, p. 26). Thus, an individual must determine the 
extent to which s/he identifies with their familial culture.  
Life Stressors 
 Developmental models of families propose that there are some life stressors that 
families should go through (i.e., having a child, sending children to school, experiencing 
an empty nest) (Nichols, 2013); however, there are other life stressors that families may 
not anticipate experiencing, such as divorce, remarriage, death, and moving to name a 
few. “Stress is our body’s reaction to some change or challenge in our environment” 
(Maguire, 2012, p. 7), and each of these events produce a change or challenge for 
families. “There are differing values and beliefs that influence how a particular family 
defines what is distressing and how it derives meaning from what is happening” (p. 35), 
and how each family communicates and the extent to which individuals identify with 
their family may influence how families handle these distressing events. Moreover, “the 
meaning we construct about an event or situation is often influenced by our gender, age, 
race, ethnicity, and class” (p. 35), and thus compositional structures are also an important 
component in understanding stress and coping in the family.  
 Yet, to conceptualize life stressors as only an event or a disruption to the lives of 
families is to minimize the complexity of life stressors. It is certainly easier to 
conceptualize life stressors as a disruption to the system, something that happens to the 
family; however, some life stressors may be chronic and are thus an aspect of family 
identity. For example, families where a sibling was born with a health condition, or a 
family where dad is an alcoholic, or where mom is abusive are all ongoing scenarios that 
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families may recognize as part of their normal. In other words, these ongoing factors are 
part of the family identity, as these factors are part of how they communicate. 
Consequently, when utilizing the model it is important to specify what type of life 
stressor may be impacting family outcomes, as each type of stressor likely functions 
differently within families.  
Integration of Components with Potential Outcomes  
 As I propose Study 2, I argue that each of the previous components fits together in 
a larger model with communication being the foundation of the model. Family 
communication processes predict individual and relational outcomes (see Schrodt et al., 
2008 for a review); however, there are intermediary constructs which may mediate or 
moderate the relationship between communication and individual and relational 
outcomes. Typical family communication outcomes include closeness and satisfaction; 
however, in the proposed model, I argue family communication scholars should take a 
broader approach to family outcomes by including variables such as commitment, 
anticipated relational trajectories (ARTs; i.e., the extent to which one foresees attending 
family events in the future, providing emotional/financial support to their family in the 
future), satisfaction, well-being, and life satisfaction. In other words, outcomes that take a 
more long-term approach, such as likelihood of providing financial or emotional aid, 
introducing a new person to the family (ARTs), and having relationships with family 
members that increases an individual’s well-being. However, this is not an exhaustive list 
as any individual well-being outcomes, and relational well-being outcomes could 
potentially be used as outcomes in the proposed model.  
 One of the goals of the model is to provide a clearer picture of what predicts 
various individual and relational outcomes (i.e., self-worth, life satisfaction, relationship 
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satisfaction, and ARTs). Taken together, any set of outcomes proposed in this model 
should attempt to provide a more holistic image of family identity, and avoid the 
underlying assumption that closeness is the best indicator of family health. Family 
ideology—the beliefs a family holds about how families are supposed to function, may 
influence how some communication practices influence various individual and relational 
outcomes. For example, although openness is often viewed as a positive communicative 
behavior, depending on the family ideology families may view openness as more or less 
appropriate in their family. In addition, given family differences based on compositional 
structures (see previous discussion), it stands to reason that those factors will also 
influence how various communication processes influence individual and relational 
outcomes.  
 Type of life stressor may also influence the ways in which family communication 
impacts various outcomes, as life stressors that are chronic within the family may have 
very different influences on the functionality of specific communication behaviors 
compared to stressors that disrupt the family system. Although there is one identity for 
that social group (family), ultimately, each individual can decide the extent to which that 
family identity is congruent with their individual identity, and subsequently the extent to 
which they identify with their family. The same family identity may lead to different 
outcomes for an individual depending on the extent to which they identify with their 
family and feel a sense of identification and belongingness. Thus, given the preceding 
components, to guide my work in Study 2, I propose a conceptual model of family 
identity, and suggest that the next step in family communication research is to move to a 
more nuanced approach to family communication that incorporates factors that are 
largely ignored in family communication research (see figure 6.1).  
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 Given that researchers have already demonstrated a relationship between many of 
the communicative behaviors and individual and relational outcomes (see Caughlin, 
2003; Schrodt et al., 2008), I argue that these communicative behaviors are linked to 
individual and relational outcomes. Thus, the first step is to determine the extent to which 
the communication processes and discourses are related to a set of individual and 
relational outcomes. Moreover, being able to demonstrate an association between these 
processes and the outcome variables would provide the first step in validating the items. 
For the purposes of this study, two individual well-being outcomes are included—
satisfaction with life and self-worth, and two relational outcomes—family satisfaction 
and anticipatory relational trajectories. These four constructs were chosen because they 
not only represent an individual’s self-concept and how they way in which their family 
communicates might impact them individually, but also how their family relationships 
are influenced by their family communication. This set of outcomes is not meant to be 
exhaustive or all encompassing, but rather to serve as a validity check and a starting point 
for future inquires into the impact of family identity.  
 Ultimately, to support my work in Study 2, I propose that the following 
propositions capture the hypothesized relationships among the constructs in the 
conceptual model of family identity that I am producing in this dissertation. 
Consequently, the first proposition serves as a validation step and as an inquiry into the 
impact of these processes. 
Proposition 1: Individual and relational-level outcomes are predicted by 
communicative processes of discipline, conflict avoidance, openness, affection, 
support, humor/fun, storytelling, and family time in the family. 
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 In addition to the communication processes, relational ideology plays an 
important role as how individuals view family and the way in which family should 
function and communicate contributes to their individual and relational outcomes. For 
example, if family members communicate openly with one another, and they value 
closeness then that openness will contribute to a greater sense of closeness, which will 
then lead to better individual and relational outcomes. Thus, I suggest the following: 
Proposition 2: Relational ideology of family moderates the relationship between 
communicative processes and individual and relational outcomes.  
 Not only do beliefs about family influence various outcomes, but also the 
composition factors of family may have similar affects. Factors such as geography, 
race/ethnicity, and religion all play a role in families. For example, families from 
different regions of the country may value politeness or openness more than others, and 
thus where a family is from may moderate the effect of open communication on 
individual and relational outcomes. The third proposition reflects the relationship 
between this often overlooked but critical aspect of family identity and the 
communicative processes. Therefore, I propose the following: 
Proposition 3: Composition structures moderate the relationship between 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes.  
 In addition to the identity of the family, the way in which one identifies with that 
identity may be instrumental in understanding how those processes are linked to 
individual and relational outcomes. Identification plays a significant role in one’s desire 
to remain part of a social group, and this is of particular importance when thinking about 
the family as a social collective. The more or less an individual identifies with his/her 
family (feels a sense of belonging or affiliation), will influence the extent to which that 
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individual is likely to provide long term social support, and be satisfied with their family 
relationships. In order to understand both how identification is linked to the 
communicative processes outlined above and how it changes the relationship between 
those communicative processes and the outcomes identified, I proposed the following: 
Proposition 4: Family identification moderates the relationship between 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes. 
 The final component of the inventory is life stressors. Given the complexity with 
which stressors operate in the lives of families, it is necessary to investigate different 
types of stressors (events versus chronic stressors), and the ways in which stressors may 
vary in how they affect families. However, it is also important to understand what 
constitutes a stressor for a family, and do different types of stressors function in different 
ways. Consequently, I propose the following question: 
Research Question: What life stressors do individuals identify and what role do 
those stressors play in the relationship between communication processes and 
individual and relational outcomes?  
Taken together, these propositions and research question outline the conceptual paths that 
connect different aspects of the conceptual model of family identity for Study 2 and 
provide a foundation for testing the validity of the conceptual framework of family 
identity and determining the extent to which family identity impacts individual and 
relational outcomes. Figure 6.1 is a visual depiction of the propositions laid out above, 
with the shaded boxes representing those aspects which are part of the actual inventory, 
whereas the unshaded box represents constructs that the inventory could be used to 
predict.   
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Overview of Study 2 and Considerations for Measure Development 
 The proposed conceptual model of family identity is extensive and involves 
multiple aspects of families. In order to begin the task of testing some of the proposed 
associations, it is first necessary to provide ways to measure the various components 
included in the conceptual model (see figure 6.1). As previously stated, my goal is to 
develop a validated inventory for assessing these various dimensions of family identity. 
Although many of the dimensions could be measured with pre-existing scales, not all of 
them have been previously adapted to fit the family as the point of reference (i.e., some 
of them may have been developed for romantic partners or friendships). Consequently, 
each component of the model needs some form of measurement, and thus the next step in 
this project is to identify and/or create appropriate measures for each component based on 
extant research as well as the finding from Study 1. 
 Through a review of extent literature and the results of Study 1, I have identified 
several overarching components of family identity: communicative processes and 
discourses, relational ideology, compositional structures, and family identification. Thus, 
the next step is to identify ways to measure each of the components, and then using the 
completed inventory test some of the associations depicted in the conceptual model. The 
following chapter (Chapter 7) details data collection for Study 2, and how each construct 
was measured. Chapter 8 includes preliminary analyses, but is primarily the psychometric 
properties associated with measuring constructs included in the Family Identity Inventory 
(FII).  Consequently, the goal of Study 2 is to compile and test measures reflecting the 
concepts in the conceptual model resulting in a FII, which can be used in conjunction 
with the proposed conceptual model, and to test the predictive power of the constructs 
included in the inventory by testing some of the propositions laid out above.  
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CHAPTER 7: METHOD FOR STUDY 2 
 The goal of Study 2 is to develop a conceptual model of family identity and a 
corresponding inventory of family identity. Chapter 7 outlines the methodological 
approach to Study 2, and the items used to initially test the constructs contained within 
the inventory. The goal of Study 2 is to compile and test the set of constructs contained in 
the Family Identity Inventory, which includes the communicative processes and 
discourses, relational ideology, compositional structures, and family identification, which 
together can be used to investigate how these constructs together predict individual and 
relational outcomes. In Study 1, I collected open-ended qualitative data, which in 
conjunction with extant research provided the basis for the constructs included in the 
inventory and used as a database for items that can be used to quantitatively measure 
each of these constructs. In this chapter, I detail the data collection process for Study 2, 
and how each construct was measured. 
Method 
Participants and Procedures 
 Participants (N = 633) were solicited in two ways, from a university setting and 
from a Qualtrics panel. First, participation was solicited from courses at a public 
university in the Midwest. The recruitment script was posted on the department website 
(see Appendix D for recruitment script), participants could click on the embedded link 
and were then directed to the online consent form (see Appendix E for consent form). 
After signing the electronic consent form, the link directed them to the survey, which was 
not connected to the consent form, thus insuring that names were not tied to the data. 
Participants who were at least 17 years of age and self-identified as having grown up in a 
family completed an online survey that took approximately 40-45 minutes to complete.  
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 The online survey included fixed-response items, Likert-type scales, and an open-
ended question (see Appendix G). In the first part of the survey participants were asked to 
provide basic demographic information about themselves, including sex, age, ethnicity, 
grade in school, religious orientation, extended family networks, and caretakers’ 
education level. The second section of the survey included continuous survey measures to 
assess participants’ perceptions of several communication dimensions within their family, 
and an open-ended question that asked about participants to talk about any life stressors 
that might have been particularly influential growing up. The third section included 
continuous survey measures that assessed individual and relational outcomes. Upon 
completion of the online survey, the survey directed participants to a page not linked to 
their completed survey where they could include their name and the name of their 
instructor in order to earn research credit. Following department policy, the study was 
worth two research credits, which then instructors could determine how that functions 
within their class. For the current study, this sample included 318 individuals.  
 The second type of participation was solicited through a Qualtrics panel. Given 
the nature of Qualtrics panels a consent form with a waiver of signature was requested 
from IRB. Thus, participants were able to complete an online consent form by clicking “I 
agree” and were not required to include their name (see Appendix F for Qualtrics consent 
form). After securing human subjects approval, participants who were at least 17 years of 
age completed an online survey that took approximately 40-45 minutes to complete. 
 The online survey included fixed-response items, Likert-type scales, and an open-
ended question (see Appendix G). In the first part of the survey participants were asked to 
provide basic demographic information about themselves, including sex, age, ethnicity, 
grade in school, religious orientation, extended family networks, and caretakers’ 
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education level. However, after participants completed the race/ethnicity question, if they 
did not answer (1) Black or African American, (2) Hispanic or Latino/a, or (3) East Asian 
or Asian American, they were thanked for their participation and directed out of the 
study. The reason for this is the Qualtrics panel was used specifically to collect a more 
diverse sample, and thus individuals of these three backgrounds were specifically 
targeted for the Qualtrics panel sample. The second section of the survey included 
continuous survey measures to assess participants’ perceptions of several communication 
dimensions within their family, and an open-ended question that asked about participants 
to talk about any life stressors that might have been particularly influential growing up. 
The third section included continuous survey measures that assessed individual and 
relational outcomes. Upon completion of the online survey, participants were thanked for 
their participation. For the current study, this sample included 315 individuals. See Table 
7.1 for participant demographics for both samples separately and a composite. 
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Table 7.1: Participant Demographic Variables1 
Variable College Sample Qualtrics Sample Total 
Age M = 20.09 SD = 2.364 M = 36.52 SD = 14.82 M = 28.48 SD = 13.50 
Sex 
1. Male 
2. Female 
3. Other 
 
1. 153 (48.1%) 
2. 165 (51.9% 
3. 0 
 
1. 84 (26.7%) 
2. 230 (73%) 
3. 1 (0.3%) 
 
1. 237 (37.4%) 
2. 395 (62.4%) 
3. 1 (0.2%) 
Race 
1. African American 
2. White 
3. Hispanic 
4. American Indian  
5. East Asian 
6. Middle East 
7. Pacific Islander 
8. Other 
9. Mixed 
 
1. 10 (3.1%) 
2. 249 (78.3) 
3. 12 (3.8%) 
4. 0 
5. 12 (3.8%) 
6. 6 (1.9%) 
7. 1 (0.3%) 
8. 8 (2.5%) 
9. 18 (5.7%) 
 
1. 105 (33.3%) 
2. 0 
3. 105 (33.3%) 
4. 0 
5. 105 (33.3%) 
6. 0 
7. 0 
8. 0 
9. 0 
 
1. 115 (18.2%) 
2. 249 (39.3%) 
3. 117 (18.5%) 
4. 0 
5. 117 (18.5%) 
6. 6 (0.9%) 
7. 1 (0.2%) 
8. 8 (1.3%) 
9. 18 (2.8%) 
Caretakers 
1. Mother/Father 
2. Other 
3. Missing 
 
1. 231 (72.6%) 
2. 87 (27.4%) 
3. 63 (19.8%) 
 
1. 141 (44.8%) 
2. 38 (12.06%) 
3. 136 (43.2%) 
 
1. 199 (31.4%) 
2. 372 (58.8%) 
3. 62 (9.7%) 
SES 
1. Some high school 
2. High school diploma  
3. Some college 
4. Associates 
5. Bachelors 
6. Masters 
7. Doctorate 
 
1. 7 (2.2%) 
2. 24 (7.5%) 
3. 67 (21.1%) 
4. 22 (6.9%) 
5. 114 (35.8%) 
6. 65 (20.4%) 
7. 19 (6%) 
 
1. 24 (7.6%) 
2. 61 (19.4%) 
3. 78 (24.8%) 
4. 37 (11.7%) 
5. 78 (24.8%) 
6. 25 (7.9%) 
7. 12 (3.8%) 
 
1. 31 (4.9%) 
2. 85 (13.4%) 
3. 145 (22.9%) 
4. 59 (9.3%) 
5. 192 (30.3%) 
6. 90 (14.2%) 
7. 31 (4.9%) 
School 
1. First Year 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 
5. Grad Student 
6. Other2 
 
1. 51 (16%) 
2. 154 (48.4%) 
3. 69 (21.7%) 
4. 41 (12.9%) 
5. 3 (0.9%) 
6. 0 
 
1. 17 (5.4%) 
2. 17 (5.4%) 
3. 19 (6.0%) 
4. 18 (5.7%) 
5. 35 (11.1%) 
6. 209 (66.3%) 
 
1. 68 (10.7%) 
2. 171 (27%) 
3. 88 (13.9%) 
4. 59 (9.3%) 
5. 38 (6%) 
6. 209 (33%) 
Number of siblings 
1. 0 
2. 1 
3. 2 
4. 3 
5. 4 
6. 5 
7. 6 
8. 7 
9. More than 7 
M = 2.10 SD = 1.415 
1. 21 (6.6%) 
2. 95 (29.9%) 
3. 100 (31.4%) 
4. 47 (14.8%) 
5. 21 (6.6%) 
6. 10 (3.1%) 
7. 7 (2.2%) 
8. 4 (1.3%) 
9. 0 
M = 2.79 SD = 2.15 
1. 26 (8.3%) 
2. 59 (18.7%) 
3. 84 (26.7) 
4. 61 (19.4%) 
5. 34 (10.8%) 
6. 21 (6.7%) 
7. 14 (4.4%) 
8. 5 (1.6%) 
9. 11 (3.4%) 
M = 2.45 SD = 1.86 
1. 47 (7.4%) 
2. 154 (24.3%) 
3. 184 (29.1%) 
4. 108 (17.1%) 
5. 55 (8.7) 
6. 31 (4.9%) 
7. 21 (3.3%) 
8. 9 (1.4%) 
9. 11 (1.7%) 
Note: Percentages in the sample columns are indicative of the percentage for that sample.  
 
																																																								
1 Given that race/ethnicity is a critical component of the inventory, an additional discussion of 
race/ethnicity occurs on page 51.  2	Individuals no longer or not in school were able to select other and if they wised could provide additional 2	Individuals no longer or not in school were able to select other and if they wised could provide additional 
information.	
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Measures 
 All items can be found in Appendix G under the survey that was presented on 
Qualtrics.  
 Creation of items. The items used to measure each of the constructs contained in 
the conceptual model of family identity were either created from the data collected in 
Study 1 or were taken from existing measures. Throughout the sections that pertain to the 
inventory, I integrated items from Study 1 into Study 2, which is in line with Creswell’s 
(2015) process for an exploratory mixed method design. Part of an exploratory mixed 
method design is gathering qualitative data and then utilizing that data to form new items. 
This allows an opportunity for participant voices to come through in the measure, and to 
have items that directly reflect the ways in which individuals talk about family identity. 
Rather than starting from scratch for each of the inventory components, when appropriate 
I integrated existing measure(s) or items. The purpose of integrating existing measures is 
to create cohesiveness with extant literature, and avoid duplicating items that have 
already been tested. The items I did choose to include from existing measures were 
consistent with participants’ reports of the constructs from Study 1. Moreover, I included 
items drawn from participants’ reports in Study 1 that represented aspects of the 
constructs that that were not salient in the existing measures.  
 Instructional manipulation checks. Included in the study were three separate 
instructional manipulation checks. Instructional manipulation checks are designed to 
check and make sure that participants are reading the questions rather than just marking 
random answers. The first question asked participants to mark “Not Applicable” for the 
question. For this question 621 participants did not record a response. The “not 
applicable” option was the last one in the matrix, and it is possible participants did not 
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realize it was the box they were supposed to check. The second check was a box that 
asked participants to type the word SURVEY. Out of 633 participants, 630 typed the 
word “survey”. The final instructional manipulation check asked participants to check 
strongly disagree for the question. The majority of participants selected the appropriate 
option (n = 607, 95.9%). This suggests that overall participants were cognizant of the 
questions they were reading and were responding appropriately across both samples. The 
following sections contain the items used to measure each of the constructs and are 
organized according to each of the larger factors indicated in the conceptual model of 
family identity.  
 Communication processes and discourses.  The first part of the Family Identity 
Inventory accounts for various communication processes and discourses that families 
engage in and may use to shape their family identity. Thus, the following are the ways in 
which each of these constructs was measured. Each set of items contains either items 
drawn only from the data in Study 1, or both items drawn from Study 1 and existing 
measures that already captured that construct. The following section will detail how each 
construct was measured; however, results of exploratory factor analysis and reliabilities 
will appear in the following chapter on psychometric properties. 
 Discipline. Perceptions of caretaker discipline were measured using two items 
from the Positive Discipline Parenting Scale (PDPS; Carroll & Hamilton, 2016), one item 
from the Discipline subscale of Caughlin’s (2003) Family Communication Standards 
scale, and four additional items from the data collected in Study 1. The final set consisted 
of seven items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).   
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Table 7.2: Discipline Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure Discipline Item Source 
DIS1 My parent(s) saw mistakes as 
opportunities for me to learn.  
PDPS; Carroll & Hamilton, 2016 
DIS2 My parent(s) waited until they were calm 
before problem solving with me.  
PDPS; Carroll & Hamilton, 2016 
DIS3 In my family there were very firm rules. Data from Study 1 
DIS4 When a member of the family broke those 
rules there were serious consequences. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
DIS5 At least one of my parents was very strict. Data from Study 1 
DIS6 My parent(s) had high expectations for 
me. 
Data from Study 1 
DIS7 My parent(s) rewarded me when I did 
well. 
Data from Study 1 
Note: No items were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 scale ranging from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree. PDPS = Positive Discipline Parenting Scale; FCS = Family 
Communication Standards. 
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 Conflict avoidance. Perceptions of conflict avoidance in their family was 
measured using five items from the Family Communication Environments Instrument 
(FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994), and four additional items from the data collected in 
Study 1. The final set consisted of nine items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  
Table 7.3: Conflict Avoidance Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure Conflict 
Avoidance 
Item Source 
CA1 We never seemed to fight or argue 
in my family.(R) 
Data from Study 1 
CA2 We (members of my family) got in 
little fights every couple of days, but they 
were resolved quickly.  
Data from Study 1 
CA3 If we had an issue in my family we 
were up front about it and tackled it head 
on.  
Data from Study 1 
CA4 My family never talked about 
serious issues, so all conflict was avoided. 
(R) 
Data from Study 1 
CA5 In my family we said things like, 
“You should give in on arguments rather 
than risk making people mad.” (R) 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
CA6 Some issues would disappear if two 
people could just avoid arguing about 
them. (R) 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
CA7 It was better to hide one’s true 
feelings in order to avoid hurting a family 
member. (R) 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
CA8 In my family, it was better to avoid 
conflicts than to engage in them. (R) 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
CA9 If my parents didn’t approve of it 
they didn’t want to know about it. (R) 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
Note: Items designated with an (R) were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 
scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Lower scores are indicative of 
more avoidance, whereas higher scores are indicative of engaging in more conflict. 
FCEI= Family Communication Environment Instrument   
  89 
 Openness. Perceptions of family openness was measured using three items from 
the Morr Serewicz and Canary’s (2008) Family Privacy Orientation scale (FPOS), two 
items from the Openness subscale of Caughlin’s (2003) Family Communication 
Standards scale, and four additional items from the data collected in Study 1. The final 
set consisted of nine items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.4: Openness Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure 
Openness 
Item Source 
OP1 Family members did not discuss 
private information with one another 
(R) 
FPOS; Morr Serewicz & Canary, 2008 
OP2 Within the family, everybody 
knew everything 
FPOS; Morr Serewicz & Canary, 2008 
OP3 Family members shared their 
private information with each other 
FPOS; Morr Serewicz & Canary, 2008 
OP4 We could talk about anything and 
everything in my family and it would 
feel like a normal conversation. 
Data from Study 1 
OP5 We did not self-disclose in my 
family unless it was absolutely 
necessary. (R) 
Data from Study 1 
OP6 We were comfortable talking 
about anything in my family because 
we all respected each other’s choices.  
Data from Study 1 
OP7 We never talked about our 
personal lives in my family. (R) 
Data from Study 1 
OP8 In my family, we could share our 
feelings, both good and bad. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
OP9 In my family, we openly 
discussed topics like sex and drugs. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
Note: Items designated with an (R) were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 
scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. FPOS= Family Privacy 
Orientation Questionnaire; FCS = Family Communication Standards. 
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 Affection. Participants reports of affection in the family was measured using three 
items from the Affection subscale of Caughlin’s (2003) Family Communication 
Standards scale, and four additional items from the data collected in Study 1. The final 
set consisted of seven items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.5: Affection Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure 
Affection 
Item Source 
AF1 In my family, we hugged one 
another a lot. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
AF2 In my family, we often said things 
like “I love you” to each other. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
AF3 In my family, we were very 
affectionate with one another. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
AF4 In my family, we would sit or 
walk with an arm around another 
family member.  
Data from Study 1 
AF5 In my family we could completely 
destroy each other when we say hurtful 
things.  
Data from Study 1 
AF6 In my family, we liked to annoy 
each other by showing excessive 
affection.  
Data from Study 1 
AF7 In my family, we did not show 
love and affection. (R) 
Data from Study 1 
Note: Items designated with an (R) were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 
scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. FCS = Family Communication 
Standards. 
  
  91 
 Support. Individual’s perceptions of support were measured using three items 
from the Emotional/Instrumental Support subscale of Caughlin’s (2003) Family 
Communication Standards scale, and seven additional items from the data collected in 
Study 1. The final set consisted of 10 items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.6: Support Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure Support Item Source 
SUP1 In my family, we are able to 
count on one another no matter what. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
SUP2 In my family, we knew that if 
one of us was going through a hard we 
would all help them through that. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003, revised based on 
data from Study 1 
SUP3 In my family, we supported one 
another, whatever the situation. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
SUP4 We could always go to each 
other for advice on anything. 
Data from Study 1 
SUP5 We gave thoughtful comments 
and good advice when asked for it. 
Data from Study 1 
SUP6 My parents supported us 
financially. 
Data from Study 1 
SUP7 We might not always like each 
other but we always did whatever we 
could for one another.  
Data from Study 1 
SUP8 They provided any resource I 
needed to succeed.  
Data from Study 1 
SUP9 While my family was loving and 
financially supportive, there was little 
emotional support from them.  
Data from Study 1 
SUP10 We were there for each other 
through thick and thin.  
Data from Study 1 
Note: Items designated with an (R) were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 
scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. FCS = Family Communication 
Standards. 
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 Humor/Fun. Humor and fun in the family were measured using two items from 
the Humor/Sarcasm subscale of Caughlin’s (2003) Family Communication Standards 
scale, and eight additional items from the data collected in Study 1. The final set 
consisted of 10 items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.7: Humor/Fun Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure 
Humor/Fun 
Item Source 
FUN1 We regularly communicated in 
my family by joking.  
Data from Study 1 
FUN2 In my family we teased each 
other. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
FUN3 In my family, we were sarcastic 
with one another. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
FUN4 My family could make me laugh 
more than anyone else.  
Data from Study 1 
FUN5 We could have some of the 
greatest times together laughing and 
joking around. 
Data from Study 1 
FUN6 We were goofy in my family. Data from Study 1 
FUN7 We didn’t take ourselves too 
seriously. 
Data from Study 1 
FUN8 Often jokes could be taken too 
far and it sometimes causes hurt for one 
individual. 
Data from Study 1 
FUN9 Sometimes I think the joking 
and sarcasm led to feelings getting hurt 
when the matters that were being 
discussed were not humorous. 
Data from Study 1 
FUN10 We liked to have fun and do 
silly things that might seem weird to 
others.  
Data from Study 1 
Note: Items designated with an (R) were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 
scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. FCS = Family Communication 
Standards. 
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 Storytelling. In order to assess storytelling, participants were asked to respond to 
three general questions about the extent to which their family is a storytelling family 
(e.g., “As a family, we tell stories”; Thompson & Schrodt, 2015). Two of the questions 
had response options ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (all the time), and the last question had 
response options ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Four additional 
questions were included based on the four dimensions of interactional sense-making 
(ISM; i.e., coherence, perspective-taking, engagement, and turn-taking; Koenig Kellas & 
Kranstuber Horstman, 2015). Responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale 
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.8: Storytelling Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure Storytelling Item Source 
STORY1 Two or more members of my 
family get together to tell stories of things 
our family has experienced. 
Thompson & Schrodt, 2015 
STORY2 As a family, we tell stories. Thompson & Schrodt, 2015 
STORY3 My family is a storytelling 
family. 
Thompson & Schrodt, 2015 
ISM1 When my family tells stories, we are 
able to put ourselves in each other’s shoes, 
so we can understand where each person is 
coming from.  
Based on Koenig Kellas & Kranstuber 
Horstman, 2015 
ISM2 When my family gets together and 
tells a story, everyone shows interest in the 
story being told. 
Based on Koenig Kellas & Kranstuber 
Horstman, 2015 
ISM3 When my family tells stories 
together, everyone waits their turn to talk in 
a polite manner. 
Based on Koenig Kellas & Kranstuber 
Horstman, 2015 
ISM4 When my family engages in 
storytelling, the story usually has a 
definitive beginning, middle, and end.  
Based on Koenig Kellas & Kranstuber 
Horstman, 2015 
Note: Items designated with an (R) were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 
scale ranging from either never to all the time or strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
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 Family time. Perceptions of time spent with their family was measured using 
seven items derived from the data collected in Study 1. The final set consisted of seven 
items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.9: Family Time Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure Family 
Time 
Item Source 
FT1 We spent more time together than 
a usual family.  
Data from Study 1 
FT2 We ate dinners together 
frequently. 
Data from Study 1 
FT3 We watched TV together often.  Data from Study 1 
FT4 We liked to play games and/or 
cards. 
Data from Study 1 
FT5 We always did something as a 
family for birthdays and holidays.  
Data from Study 1 
FT6 We liked to spend time together 
working, or doing activities.  
Data from Study 1 
FT7 My parents volunteered and/or 
helped out with the activities we 
participated in.  
Data from Study 1 
Note: No items were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 scale ranging from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
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 Relational ideology of family. The next construct in the conceptual model 
encompasses concepts that are designed to understand family ideology. In other words, 
what is the importance of family, what is the existing hierarchical structure, and to what 
extent is closeness part of the family climate.  
 Centrality of family. Family centrality is based on Sillars’ (2005) call for more 
culturally centered research on family communication and was measured using two items 
from the Rusbult, Martz, and Agnew’s (1998) Investment Model Scale, and three 
additional items from the data collected in Study 1. The final set consisted of five items, 
and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.10: Centrality of Family Items 
Items Used to Initially Measure 
Centrality of Family 
Item Source 
COF1 Growing up in my family, we 
invested a great deal of time in each 
other.  
IMS ; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998 
COF2 compared to other people I 
know, my family members spent a 
great deal of time with each other.  
IMS ; Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998 
COF3 Growing up, my family 
emphasized that family should always 
come first.  
Data from Study 1 
COF4 Growing up in my family, we 
always thought about how something 
affected our family as a whole before 
we thought about how it affected us 
individually.  
Data from Study 1 
COF5 we valued loyalty to the family 
unit.  
Data from Study 1 
Note: No items were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 scale ranging from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree. IMS = Investment Model Scale 
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 Hierarchy. Perceptions of family hierarchy were measured using six items from 
the Fitzpatrick and Ritchie (1994) Family Communication Environments Instrument 
(FCEI), and three items from the Maintaining Structural Stability subscale of Caughlin’s 
(2003) Family Communication Standards scale. The final set consisted of nine items, and 
responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 
to 7 (strongly agree). 
Table 7.11: Hierarchy 
Items Used to Initially Measure 
Hierarchy 
Item Source 
HI1 In my family, one person 
controlled most of the conversations. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
HI2 In my family, we have one person 
who dominated family decisions. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
HI3 In my family we have one person 
who everyone else always listened to 
and obeyed. 
FCS; Caughlin, 2003 
HI4 In our home, my parents usually 
had the last word. 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
HI5 My parents felt that it was 
important to be the boss. 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
HI6 When I was at home, I was 
expected to obey my parents’ rules. 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
HI7 My parents often said things like 
‘You’ll know better when you grow 
up.’ 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
HI8 My parents often said things like 
‘My ideas are right and you should not 
question them.’ 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
HI9 My parents sometimes became 
irritated with my views if they were 
different from theirs. 
FCEI; Fitzpatrick & Ritchie, 1994 
Note: No items were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 scale ranging from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree. FCS = Family Communication Standards. FCEI =  
Family Communication Environment Instrument 
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 Closeness/distance. Perceptions of familial closeness were measured using five 
items from the Unidimensional Relationship Closeness Scale (URCS; Dibble, Levine, & 
Parks, 2012), and five additional items from the data collected in Study 1. The final set 
consisted of 10 items, and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  
Table 7.12: Closeness 
Items Used to Initially Measure 
Closeness 
Item Source 
CL1 When we were apart, I missed my 
family a great deal. 
URCS; Dibble, Levine, & Parks, 2012 
CL2 I had a strong connection with my 
family. 
URCS; Dibble, Levine, & Parks, 2012 
CL3 My family and I did a lot of things 
together. 
URCS; Dibble, Levine, & Parks, 2012 
CL4 When I had free time I chose to 
spend it my family. 
URCS; Dibble, Levine, & Parks, 2012 
CL5 I thought about my family a lot. URCS; Dibble, Levine, & Parks, 2012 
CL6 I was not close with my family 
members. (R) 
Data from Study 1 
CL7 We were all super close and 
involved in each others lives.  
Data from Study 1 
CL8 We didn’t always have to see each 
other to know that we still cared about 
and loved one another.  
Data from Study 1 
CL9 We were a very close-knit family.  Data from Study 1 
CL10 My family was not close, has 
never been close, and will never be 
close. (R) 
Data from Study 1 
Note: Items designated with an (R) were reverse coded. All items were measured on a 1-7 
scale ranging from either never to all the time or strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
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 Shared meaning. Although the inventory itself does not focus on shared 
meaning, one of the overarching goals of the inventory is for it to measure family identity 
not individual identity, thus an additional shared meaning question was added after each 
of the communicative processes and relational ideology items. In other words, the shared 
meaning questions were designed as one way of determining the extent to which 
individuals believe the rest of their family members would answer the inventory 
questions in a similar manner. Assessing the extent to which there is a high level of 
shared meaning, is indicative of family identity. Given the parameters of the study, 
responses were only solicited from one family member; thus, it is possible that if multiple 
family members were surveyed they would not agree on the responses to the various 
components of the model, specifically those related to communication processes and 
relational ideology. In order to provide a starting point for determining the extent to 
which shared meaning exists in the family for these components, participants were also 
asked to respond to a shared meaning question at the end of each set of questions (i.e., 
after the openness questions, after the family time questions, after the centrality of family 
questions, etc.). Specifically, participants were asked for 12 different sets of items: “for 
this set of questions to what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents 
and siblings) would answer them the same way you did?” With response options of: (1) 
completely different, (2) mostly different, (3) somewhat different, (4) somewhat the 
same, (5) mostly the same, and (6) completely the same. An analysis of the items 
produces an inter-item correlation matrix (see Table 7.14). Thus, items related to shared 
meaning provide additional insight into the extent to which family members perceive that 
their family as a whole has similar viewpoints (see Table 7.13 for means and standard 
deviations).  
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 The inter-item correlation matrix reveals moderate positive correlations among all 
the items, indicating that if they had shared meaning for one, there was likely shared 
meaning for the other constructs as well (i.e., too small or too big of correlations would 
be indicative of either items that do not represent the same construct or multicollinearity; 
Field, 2009). I conducted an exploratory factor analysis using principal components 
extraction with a varimax rotation on the 12 items. The final solution produced one 
component that accounted for 57.73% of the variance. The reliability for the final set of 
12 items α = .93. Please see Table 7.15 for factor loadings of each item.  
Table 7.13: Descriptive Statistics for Shared Meaning 
Question N Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Discipline 630 4.31 1.209 
Conflict Avoidance 629 4.17 1.133 
Openness 628 4.37 1.090 
Affection 627 4.49 1.094 
Support 627 4.61 1.160 
Humor/Fun 628 4.63 1.110 
Family Time 627 4.78 1.122 
Hierarchy 628 4.39 1.101 
Centrality of Family 628 4.57 1.127 
Closeness 630 4.50 1.227 
Storytelling 628 4.46 1.043 
Family Importance (outcome) 629 4.38 1.225 
Note: Each label is the shared meaning question for that set of questions. i.e., discipline 
is the extent to which participants indicated shared meaning for all the items used to 
measure discipline. 
  100   
  
  101 
 
Table 7.15: Principal Component Analysis Component Matrix 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
Discipline .714 
Conflict Avoidance .725 
Openness .756 
Affection .747 
Support .804 
Humor/Fun .763 
Family Time .795 
Hierarchy .755 
Centrality of Family .786 
Closeness .790 
Storytelling .726 
Family Importance 
(outcome) 
.751 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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 Composition structures. The third box in the conceptual model addresses 
familial composition structures. In other words, factors that are relatively stable and/or 
unchanging and contribute to the overall family structure. 
 Kin networks. In order to assess the extent to which participants included 
extended family members as part of their family, they were asked to think about different 
types of extended relationships as a collective, thus to what extent do participants view 
that group as a whole as part of the family. This approach provides a starting place for 
investigating kin networks in a later study. Following is a list of means and standard 
deviations for each category of extended family members: grandparents (M = 4.45, SD = 
.88), aunts and uncles (M = 4.15, SD = .89), cousins (M = 4.10, SD = .92), great 
grandparents (M = 3.71, SD = 1.20), great aunts and uncles (M = 3.37, SD = 1.20), and 
second cousins (M = 3.37, SD = 1.18). However, in order to test the extent to which kin 
networks function as a moderator, all item responses of not applicable (6) were recoded 
as missing data. This enabled the items to be aggregated on a scale from 1-5, which was 
then used as the moderating variable.  
 Race/ethnicity. Race and ethnicity were assessed with one item. For participants 
in the university sample, they were instructed to check as many as applied and “on the 
line next to any box that is checked please provide any additional details you feel are 
important” (please see Appendix G for exact item). However, for the Qualtrics sample, 
participants were instructed to pick the “racial/ethnic background that you most identify 
with” and were also able to provide additional details in the text boxes. The reason 
participants were only allowed to check one box for the Qualtrics sample, was so that 
only participants of a particular racial/ethnic background were recruited for the study (see 
Table 7.16 for breakdown of race/ethnicity). Given the differences in how participants 
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were allowed to identify, those participants in the college sample were then coded 
according to the same values as those in the Qualtrics sample; however, participants in 
the college sample who checked more than one box were coded as a 9 and labeled 
“mixed”.  
 Socioeconomic status. There are a number of different ways to measure 
socioeconomic status; however, Diemer, Mistry, Wadsworth, López, and Reimers (2013) 
(2013) suggested that the most accurate measure for determining socioeconomic status 
when asking young adults is to ask about caretakers highest level of academic 
achievement. Thus participants were asked to report the highest level of education 
completed by their primary caretakers (please see Table 7.16 for information on sample 
SES). 
 Geographic dispersion. Geographic dispersion was assessed in two ways, both 
the place where participants primarily grew up and how geographically dispersed their 
extended family was during that time. The first asked participants to indicate the country 
they primarily grew up in, and then if they indicated the United States they were also 
asked to provide the city and state. The majority of participants grew up in the United 
States: n = 566 (89.4%). For a complete list of countries and states for those who 
indicated they grew up in the United States see Appendix I. Participants were also asked 
to pick the statement that best describes you and your extended family: “we all lived 
close” (n = 240, 27.9%), “we all lived within a few hours drive” (n = 218, 34.4%), “we 
lived in different parts of the country” (n = 131, 20.7%), and “we lived in difference 
countries” (n = 39, 6.2%).  
 Religion. Families may value religion; however, unlike some of the composition 
factors, religion is one that may be enforced while individuals live at home but may 
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become a choice when they move out. Thus, participants were asked to answer questions 
about religion in their household while growing up and how they feel currently. Table 
7.16 contains information from the questions about religion growing up and currently. 
Participants were asked the same three questions, with one set referencing their family 
growing up and one set referencing their approach to religion currently. These questions 
were developed for the purpose of this study, in order to assess general religious 
orientation. However, in order to test the extent to which religious importance functions 
as a moderator, the item “How important was religion to your family growing up?” was 
used as the moderating variable. Given that each of the three religion items in the survey 
were asked with different scale anchors, it did not make sense to aggregate the scores 
from the three items. Consequently, this item was chosen as the best representation of 
religious emphasis in the family during an individual’s childhood. 
Table 7.16: Responses to Questions about Religion 
Question Growing Up Currently 
How often did/do you attend religious activities? 
1. Never 
2. Rarely 
3. Once a month 
4. 1-2 times a month 
5. About once a week of more 
 
1. 58 (9.2%) 
2. 120 (19%) 
3. 38 (6%) 
4. 92 (14.5%) 
5. 321 (50.7%) 
 
1. 159 (25.1%) 
2. 188 (29.7%) 
3. 63 (10%) 
4. 78 (12.3%) 
5. 141 (22.3%) 
How important was/is religion to your family/you? 
1. Not at all important 
2. Low importance 
3. Somewhat important 
4. Neutral 
5. Moderately important 
6. Very important 
7. Extremely important 
 
1. 47 (7.4%) 
2. 60 (9.5%) 
3. 62 (9.8%) 
4. 38 (6%) 
5. 146 (23.1%) 
6. 151 (23.9%) 
7. 125 (19.7%) 
 
1. 101 (16%) 
2. 78 (12.3%) 
3. 71 (11.2%) 
4. 45 (7.1%) 
5. 100 (15.8%) 
6. 127 (20.1%) 
7. 107 (16.9%) 
How would you describe your family’s/your religious 
orientation? 
1. Conservative 
2. Somewhat conservative 
3. Neither conservative nor liberal 
4. Somewhat liberal 
5. Liberal 
6. Not religious at all 
 
 
1. 165 (26.1%) 
2. 159 (25.1%) 
3. 148 (23.4%) 
4. 57 (9%) 
5. 54 (8.5%) 
6. 45 (7.1%) 
 
 
1. 98 (15.5%) 
2. 110 (17.4%) 
3. 164 (25.9%) 
4. 66 (10.4%) 
5. 94 (14.8%) 
6. 97 (15.3%) 
Note: Questions have been modified for Table, please see Appendix G for exact wording of questions.   
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 Family identification. Family identification was measured using an adapted 
version of the Inclusion of Other in the Self scale (Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992). Tropp 
and Wright (2001) reconceptualized the IOS for ingroup identification, and it is this use 
of the scale that makes it a viable method of measuring the level of family identification 
that individuals feel. Respondents were asked to choose the pair of circles that best 
represented their level of identification with their ethnic family, with choices ranging 
from 1 (no overlap) to 7 (high degree of overlap). 
 Life stressors. Life stressors can occur in a variety of ways, and different types of 
stressors may have different impacts on communication in the family. Participants were 
asked to respond to an open-ended question: “Are they any life stressors you feel have 
impacted your family? If so, what are they and how have they impacted your family?” 
Two research assistants and myself analyzed responses to this open-ended question. First, 
we each read through the data independently to familiarize ourselves with the types of 
stressors participants referenced. Following this, we each read through the data a second 
time, this time identifying particular themes that emerged in each question. During this 
round of coding, Owen’s (1984) method for thematic analysis guided our reading of the 
text. This technique requires that themes: repeat across the data set, key phrases or 
wording reappear, and speakers are “forceful” (Owen, 1984, p. 275), meaning that they 
somehow emphasize information, in this case through the use of capital letters and 
exclamation points.  
 A comparison of our individual analyses of the data revealed consistency across 
the three sets of coding. The most common themes were: divorce, mental and physical 
health issues, death of a family member, family conflict, moving, romantic relationships, 
finances, work/unemployment, school, physical and sexual abuse, incarceration, 
  106 
pregnancy, adultery, single parent, deployment, discrimination, and immigration. Each 
participant was assigned a number that corresponds to the stressor theme they were 
assigned; however, often participants reported multiple or coinciding stressors (i.e., 
moving and divorce, or health issues and finances), in this case participants were 
assigned to the stressor that seemed to be the most prominent. Assigning a number to 
each participant allows for type of stressor to be accounted for in later statistical analyses.  
 Individual and relational outcomes. Although not a component of the Family 
Identity Inventory (FII), one way in which FII is assessed is through its predictive ability. 
Thus, the final component of the conceptual model is any individual or relational 
outcomes that could be predicted by the Family Identity Inventory. For the purposes of 
this study, several established individual and relational3 well-being measures were 
included and one measure designed to assess the current level of family importance was 
developed based on Study 1.  
Satisfaction with life. Individual’s perceptions of well-being was measured using 
the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Deiner, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985). The 
scale consists of 5 items (e.g., “In most ways my life is close to idea” and “So far I have 
gotten the important things I want in life”). Responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-
type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Previous researchers 
have demonstrated the reliability and validity of the Satisfaction With Life Scale (e.g., 
Deiner et al., 1985; α = .87; Koenig Kellas, Kranstuber Horstman, Willer, & Carr, 2015; 
α =.86; current study α = .91). 
																																																								
3Family importance was also assessed as a potential outcome; however, given the high correlation with 
family centrality it was deemed that the constructs were too closely related to use family importance as a 
separate outcome. For additional information on the items collected for family importance please see the 
appendix.   
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 Self-worth. Individual’s perceptions of self-worth was measured using 
Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-esteem scale. The scale consists of 10 items (e.g., “I take a 
positive attitude toward myself” and “All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure”), 
and responses were solicited on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Previous researchers have demonstrated the reliability 
and validity of the Self-esteem scale (e.g., Gray-Little, Williams, & Hancock, 1997; α = 
.88; current study α = .89). 
 Family satisfaction. Huston, McHale, and Crouter’s (1986) Marital Opinion 
Questionnaire (MOQ) was adapted to measure participants’ satisfaction with their family. 
The original 11-item scale was altered to reflect the family as the referent instead of a 
marital partner. Participants were instructed to think about their relationship with their 
family and to report their feelings toward their family over the last month. Responses to 
10 of the items used 7-point semantic differential scales (e.g., “miserable–enjoyable,” 
“empty–full”) and an additional item assessed global satisfaction using responses that 
ranged from 1 (completely dissatisfied) to 7 (completely satisfied). Previous researchers 
have demonstrated the validity and reliability of using a modified version of the MOQ to 
measure family satisfaction (e.g., Caughlin, 2003; previous α = .82; current study α = 
.95). 
Anticipated relational trajectories. In order to measure anticipated relational 
support the Anticipated Relational Trajectory scale was developed (ART). This is an 8-
item Likert-type scale, and respondents were asked to respond on a scale from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Sample items include “I would provide financial support 
to my family in the future” and “I would spend holidays with my family in the future.” 
Phillips, Ledbetter, Soliz, and Bergquist (2017) conducted an exploratory factor analysis 
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using principal components extraction with a varimax rotation that used six of the 
original 8 items (items 4 and 6 were removed). The final solution produced one 
component that accounted for 66.38% of the variance. However, using the original eight 
items, I conducted an exploratory factor analysis using principal components extraction 
with a varimax rotation on the current data set. The final solution produced one 
component that accounted for 73.52% of the variance after removing items 4 and 8. 
Previous researchers have demonstrated the validity and reliability of using the 
Anticipated Relational Trajectories scale (e.g., Phillips, Ledbetter, Soliz & Bergquist, 
2017; previous α = .89; current study α = .92).  
Chapter Summary  
 In this chapter I presented the data collection process for Study 2, details of the 
sample, and the items used to measure each of the constructs. Specifically, I went through 
each part of the conceptual model of family identity and presented the items pulled from 
both the data in Study 1 and extant literature that were included to measure all of the 
constructs. In addition, I outlined the outcome variables included and the scales used to 
measure them. The following chapter includes the psychometric analyses of all of the 
communication and relational ideology measures. Chapter 8 also includes information 
and tables on all of the principal components analyses, and reliabilities. In this chapter I 
outlined the data collection procedures and participants for Study 2, and presented 
information on how each component of the Family Identity Inventory was measured, and 
which outcomes were included in order to test the predictive qualities of the FII.
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CHAPTER 8: PSYCHOMETRIC AND PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 
Chapter Overview 
 In this chapter I present the psychometric properties of the constructs included in 
the family identity inventory. Specifically, I present the results of the principal 
components analyses and the final set of items used to measure each construct. In 
addition, I present preliminary results and the final set of items included in the family 
identity inventory.  
 The overarching goal of this project is to develop a comprehensive model of the 
communicative and structural characteristics of family identity culminating in the 
development of the Family Identity Inventory (FII). Ideally, the FII will serve as one way 
in which scholars can assess the nature of communicative processes and additional 
compositional factors that are instrumental in families as well as their association with 
various individual and relational outcomes for family members. In Study 1, I asked 
participants to describe what characteristics make their family unique, and from that data 
I discovered two sets of themes (characteristic and compositional) that expand on existing 
literature. From that data and its convergence with other measures, I developed a set of 
items meant to address each of the components of the conceptual model of family identity 
and, ultimately, became the foundation for the Family Identity Inventory laid out in 
previous chapters. The purpose of this chapter is to detail the process by which each of 
the components developed for the inventory were tested and refined, for the purpose of 
determining the best set of items to assess each component, and if there are multiple 
dimensions within any of inventory constructs. 
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Psychometric Properties and Preliminary Data Analysis 
 This chapter includes psychometric analyses for: discipline, conflict avoidance, 
openness, affection, support, humor/fun, storytelling, family time, centrality of family, 
hierarchy, and closeness. The goal of the psychometric analyses was to test the extent to 
which the items were reliable, determine if there were multiple dimensions in each set of 
items, and minimize the number of items used to measure each construct. The goal of 
minimizing the number of items was to make the overall inventory more useable and 
parsimonious for assessing the concepts presented in the FII.  
 A principal component analysis (PCA) was conducted on each of the sets of items 
with oblique rotation (promax). The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure verified the 
sampling adequacy for each analysis (KMO), with the acceptable limit for individual 
items being above .5 (Field, 2009). Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 was also reported, with 
significant values indicating that correlations between items were sufficiently large for 
principal components analysis (PCA). 
 For the purpose of this analysis I chose PCA over confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) for the following reasons. First, PCA or exploratory factor analysis (EFA) should 
be the first step in scale development, as it allows the researchers to investigate which 
items group together and if there are multiple dimensions to a set of item. The goal of 
PCA or EFA is to reduce the data points to an interpretable set of factors or components, 
while also removing any items that are problematic. A CFA should be the second step in 
the scale development process, and this can be accomplished by either splitting the data 
in half (using one half for the PCA and the other half for the CFA) or by collecting a 
second data set (Brown, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). In addition,  
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 EFA is a data-driven approach such that no specifications are made in regard to 
 the number of latent factors (initially) or to the pattern of relationships between 
 the common factors and the indicators (i.e., the factor loadings). Rather, the 
 researcher employs EFA as an exploratory or descriptive technique to determine 
 the appropriate number of common factors and to uncover which measured 
 variables are reasonable indicators of the various latent dimensions (e.g., by the 
 size and differential magnitude of factor loadings)… EFA is typically used earlier 
 in the process of scale development and construct validation, whereas CFA is 
 used in later phases after the underlying structures has been established on prior 
 empirical (EFA) and theoretical grounds. (Brown, CFA 2006, p.14)  
Consequently, PCA and EFA are more appropriate choices for an initial analysis of scale 
items in comparison to a CFA. This is reiterated in Creswell’s (2014) explanation of an 
exploratory sequential mixed method design for scale development, specifically that there 
should be two quantitative studies involved, the first of which is the current study, with 
the final step being a future project.  
 Although there is some debate over whether exploratory factor analysis or 
principal components analysis is a better choice, researchers have found that given a large 
enough sample size and high enough factor loadings, both tests tend to produce similar 
factor structures (Field, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2012). In addition, EFA assumes that 
the underlying factors cause the items in questions, instead of providing a picture of the 
data that exists. Finally, there are a host of rotation methods that can be used with either 
extraction method, I chose promax over varimax because it allows the factors to 
correlate. Varimax requires that all factors or components be orthogonal—unrelated, 
however it would stand to reason that if one is conducting an EFA or PCA on a set of 
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items, one would expect that the items would be related in the first place; moreover, 
should the factors be orthogonal promax will not prevent them from being orthogonal, 
thus it provides the most utility for interpretability (Allen, Titsworth, & Hunt, 2009; 
Field, 2009).  
 When conducting an oblique rotation, the results of an EFA or PCA (when there 
is more than one factor) include both a pattern matrix (regression coefficients) and the 
structure matrix (correlation coefficients). Researchers most commonly interpret the 
pattern matrix (Field, 2009) thus in the interest of simplicity, only the pattern matrices 
have been reported in the following sections where appropriate. The cutoff for dual 
loadings is .6 and .4, thus items needed to have loadings about .6 on the factor they were 
loaded on and a secondary loading of less than .4.  
Discipline 
 A PCA was conducted on the seven items; however, one item was removed 
because it did not load well on either factor. Thus, only six items were used in the final 
analysis (KMO = .693, KMO values for individual items were > .64, Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity χ2 (15) = 1063.762, p < .001). An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues 
for each component in the data. Two components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion 
of 1 and in combination explained 68.709% of the variance. Table 8.1 is the original 
principal components analysis and Table 8.2 shows the final factor loadings after rotation 
(pattern matrix). The items that cluster on the same components suggest that the items 
that load on component 1, are a set of specific rules that children were expected to follow 
within the household. However, the guidance and growth component focused on positive 
rather than negative reinforcement in the family. The two components both demonstrated 
acceptable reliability with a Cronbach’s alpha of α = .82 for component 1 (Discipline-
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Structure and Rules) and α = .69 for component 2 (Discipline Guidance and Growth). 
The reliability for component 2 is borderline for acceptable reliability; however, caution 
should be used when determining appropriate reliability levels (Field, 2009). Thus, this 
component should be carefully evaluated in future studies for unstable items. Alpha 
reliability was examined to determine if reliability would be improved with item deletion; 
however, there were no items that the removal of would have increased the reliability for 
this component. A similar process of evaluation was used for all subsequent constructs.  
Table 8.1: Original PCA for Discipline  
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
My parent(s) saw mistakes as opportunities for me to learn.  .810 
My parent(s) waited until they were calm before problem 
solving with me. 
 .780 
In my family there were very firm rules. .850  
When a member of the family broke those rules there were 
serious consequences. 
.850  
At least one of my parents was very strict. .842  
My parent(s) had high expectations for me. .413 .441 
My parent(s) rewarded me when I did well.  .741 
Note: Items in bold were removed for subsequent iterations. Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis.  Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation 
converged in 3 iterations. 
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Table 8.2: Final PCA for Discipline 
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
My parent(s) saw mistakes as opportunities for me to learn.  .817 
My parent(s) waited until they were calm before problem solving 
with me. 
 .803 
In my family there were very firm rules. .864  
When a member of the family broke those rules there were serious 
consequences. 
.872  
At least one of my parents was very strict. .831  
My parent(s) rewarded me when I did well.  .740 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Promax with 
Kaiser Normalization a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
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Conflict Avoidance  
 A PCA was conducted on nine items; however, an investigation of the items 
revealed that three of the items did not have adequate primary loadings. Thus, only six 
items were used for the final principal components analysis (KMO = .831, KMO values 
for individual items were > .78, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (15) = 1079.346, p < .001). 
An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. One 
component had an eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and explained 50.953% of the 
variance. Table 8.3 shows the factor loadings (no rotation was necessary since all items 
loaded on one component) of the original items. The final set of items suggests that the 
component represents conflict avoidance (lower values indicate more conflict avoidance, 
higher values indicate they engage in more conflict). Through multiple iterations of PCA 
and reliability analysis, I arrived at the final set of items listed in Table 8.4 (Cronbach’s α 
= .80). Although the first three items appear to load on the same factor, a reliability 
analysis showed that the three items were not reliable (α = .123). I started by removing 
the item that would improve reliability the most; however, removal of that item changed 
the factor loadings such that the second factor disappeared. 
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Table 8.3: Original PCA for Conflict Avoidance 
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
We never seemed to fight or argue in my family.  -.617 
We (members of my family) got in little fights every couple of 
days, but they were resolved quickly. 
 .674 
If we had an issue in my family we were up front about it and 
tackled it head on. 
 .850 
My family never talked about serious issues, so all conflict was 
avoided. 
.727  
In my family we said things like, “You should give in on arguments 
rather than risk making people mad.” 
.653  
Some issues would disappear if two people could just avoid arguing 
about them. 
.606  
It was better to hide one’s true feelings in order to avoid hurting a 
family member. 
.764  
In my family, it was better to avoid conflicts than to engage in them. .832  
If my parents didn’t approve of something they didn’t want to know 
about it. 
.657  
Note: Items in bold were eliminated for the final PCA. Extraction Method: Principal Component 
Analysis. Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation converged in 3 
iterations. 
 
Table 8.4: Final PCA for Conflict Avoidance 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
My family never talked about serious issues, so all conflict was 
avoided. 
.711 
In my family we said things like, “You should give in on arguments 
rather than risk making people mad” 
.676 
Some issues would disappear if two people could just avoid arguing 
about them. 
.631 
It was better to hide one’s true feelings in order to avoid hurting a 
family member. 
.764 
In my family, it was better to avoid conflicts than to engage in them. .822 
If my parents didn’t approve of something they didn’t want to know 
about it. 
.661 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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Openness  
 A PCA was conducted on the nine items (KMO = .873, KMO values for 
individual items were > .82, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (36) = 2842.687, p < .001). An 
initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Two 
components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 
65.947% of the variance. Table 8.5 shows the factor loadings after rotation (patterns 
matrix). The items that cluster on the same components suggest that component 1 
represents an ability to talk about anything with family members, and component 2 
represents an avoidance of talking about personal lives. Ability to talk about anything is 
derived from the items that load on that component, as these items indicate that 
regardless of relationship or topic individuals can talk with their family members about 
anything. In comparison, the second component represents a lack of willingness and 
desire to talk with family members about personal issues or events. Cronbach’s α = .89 
for component 1:talk about anything and α = .73 for component 2: avoidance of the 
personal.  
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Table 8.5: Original and Final PCA for Openness  
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
Family members did not discuss private information with one 
another. 
 .747 
Within the family, everybody knew everything. .847  
Family members shared their private information with each other. .787  
We could talk about anything and everything in my family and it 
would feel like a normal conversation. 
.911  
We did not self-disclose in my family unless it was absolutely 
necessary. 
 .850 
We were comfortable talking about anything in my family because 
we all respected each other’s choices. 
.874  
We never talked about our personal lives in my family.  .795 
In my family, we could share our feelings, both good and bad. .726  
In my family, we openly discussed topics like sex and drugs. .673  
Note: Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization a. Rotation converged in 3 
iterations. 
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Affection 
 A PCA was conducted on the seven items; however, item 5 was removed because 
of dual factor loadings, and the subsequent single factor resulted in item 6 not loading 
well on the remaining factor and was removed from the final analysis (KMO = .814, 
KMO values for individual items were > .53, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (10) = 
2125.489, p < .001). An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each 
component in the data (Table 8.6 contains loading for the initial analysis). The final 
analysis produced one component with an eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and 
explained 75.212% of the variance. Table 8.7 shows the final factor loadings after 
rotation. The items that cluster on the same components suggest that component 1 
represents expressed affection, where in family affection is explicit and expressed 
through actions that are readily labeled as affectionate behaviors. Cronbach’s alpha for 
the component demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .92). Tables 8.17-8.27 include 
means, standard deviations, and correlations for the entire sample and grouped by 
racial/ethnic background.  
Table 8.6: Original PCA for Affection 
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
In my family, we hugged one another a lot. .911  
In my family, we often said things like “I love you” to each other. .911  
In my family, we were very affectionate with one another. .928  
In my family, we would sit or walk with an arm around another family 
member. 
.801  
In my family we could completely destroy each other when we say 
hurtful things. 
 .858 
In my family, we liked to annoy each other by showing excessive 
affection. 
.469 .560 
In my family, we did not show love and affection. .754  
Note: Items in bold were removed for final iteration. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. 
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Table 8.7: Final PCA for Affection 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
In my family, we hugged one another a lot. .917 
In my family, we often said things like “I love you” to 
each other. 
.916 
In my family, we were very affectionate with one another. .931 
In my family, we would sit or walk with an arm around 
another family member. 
.808 
In my family, we did not show love and affection. .749 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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Support 
 A PCA was conducted on the 10 items; however, three of the questions were 
removed—two items were removed because they did not load well and appeared to 
capture two additional constructs. Specifically, item 9 had dual factor loadings and was 
thus removed from the analysis. However, after item 9 was removed the second factor 
disappeared and item 6 no longer loaded well on the factor structure, thus it was also 
removed from the analysis. The third item was removed because the wording was very 
similar to another item, and thus was redundant (KMO = .924, KMO values for 
individual items were > .91, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (21) = 3634.609, p < .001). An 
initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data (see Table 
8.8). Through multiple iterations of PCA and reliability analysis, I arrived at the final set 
of items listed in Table 8.9. The final analysis included one component with an 
eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and explained 72.404% of the variance. Table 8.9 
shows the factor loadings; no rotation was necessary since there was only one factor. The 
items that cluster on the same component suggest that component 1 represents overall 
familial support. This type of support does not necessarily include financial support, but 
rather is characterized by providing advice and being there for family members when 
they are in need (Cronbach’s α = .94).  
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Table 8.8: Original PCA for Support 
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
In my family, we are able to count on one another no matter 
what. 
.764  
In my family, we knew that if one of us was going through a 
hard we would all help them through that. 
.798  
In my family, we supported one another, whatever the 
situation. 
.841  
We could always go to each other for advice on anything. .909  
We gave thoughtful comments and good advice when asked for 
it. 
.827  
My parents supported us financially.  .988 
We might not always like each other but we always did 
whatever we could for one another. 
 .554 
They provided any resource I needed to succeed.  .797 
While my family was loving and financially supportive, there 
was little emotional support from them. 
-.765 .553 
We were there for each other through thick and thin. .726  
Note: Items in bold were removed for final iteration. Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation 
converged in 3 iterations. 
 
Table 8.9: Final PCA for Support 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
In my family, we are able to count on one another no matter 
what. 
.898 
In my family, we knew that if one of us was going through a hard 
we would all help them through that. 
.891 
We could always go to each other for advice on anything. .853 
We gave thoughtful comments and good advice when asked for 
it. 
.886 
We might not always like each other but we always did whatever 
we could for one another. 
.751 
They provided any resource I needed to succeed. .753 
We were there for each other through thick and thin. .909 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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Humor/Fun 
 A PCA was conducted on the 10 items (KMO = .856, KMO values for individual 
items were > .53, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (45) = 3908.501, p < .001). An initial 
analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Two components 
had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 68.565% of the 
variance. Table 8.10 shows the factor loadings after rotation (pattern matrix). The items 
that cluster on the same components suggest that component 1 represents constructive 
humor, which is the extent to which humor is seen as being fun and goofy, and is enjoyed 
by all. The second component represents destructive humor, which is humor that leads to 
hurt feelings and offends individuals in the family. Cronbach’s α = .91 (component 1), α 
= .85 (component 2). Given that alpha reliability with only two items tends to 
underestimate the reliability and that several assumptions must be met when only using 
two items (Eisinga, te Grotenhuis, & Pelzer, 2013), Eisinga and collegueas (2013) 
suggests that instead the Spearman-Brown test should be used, which produced a 
coefficient of .85 as well. Finally, further refinement of this dimension is needed as too 
few items may produce problematic components (Eisinga et al., 2013).  
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Table 8.10: Final PCA for Fun and Humor  
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
We regularly communicated in my family by joking. .832  
In my family we teased each other. .803  
In my family, we were sarcastic with one another. .621  
My family could make me laugh more than anyone else. .803  
We could have some of the greatest times together laughing and 
joking around. 
.858  
We were goofy in my family. .886  
We didn’t take ourselves too seriously. .707  
Often jokes could be taken too far and it sometimes causes hurt for 
one individual. 
 .921 
Sometimes I think the joking and sarcasm led to feelings getting hurt 
when the matters that were being discussed were not humorous. 
 .905 
We liked to have fun and do silly things that might seem weird to 
others. 
.782  
Note: Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization a. Rotation converged in 3 
iterations. 
  
  125 
Storytelling 
 A PCA was conducted on the four items (KMO = .790, KMO values for 
individual items were > .76, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (6) = 1013.507, p < .001). An 
initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. One 
component had an eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and explained 67.86% of the 
variance. Table 8.11 shows the factor loadings. The items that cluster on that component 
suggest that component 1 represents how families tell stories. Cronbach’s α = .84.  
Table 8.11: Final PCA for Storytelling 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
When my family tells stories, we are able to “put ourselves 
in each other's shoes” so we can understand where each 
person is coming from. 
.834 
When my family gets together and tells a story, everyone 
shows interest in the story being told. 
.847 
When my family tells stories together, everyone waits their 
turn to talk in a polite manner. 
.787 
When my family engages in storytelling, the story usually 
has a definitive beginning, middle and end. 
.826 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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Family Time 
 A PCA was conducted on the seven items (KMO = .902, KMO values for 
individual items were > .87, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (21) = 2045.249, p < .001). An 
initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. One 
component had an eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and explained 59.200% of the 
variance. Table 8.12 shows the factor loadings. The items that cluster on that component 
suggest that component 1 represents different ways in which families spend time together 
(Cronbach’s α = .88).  
Table 8.12: Final PCA for Family Time 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
We spent more time together than a usual family. .765 
We ate dinners together frequently. .727 
We watched TV together often. .772 
We liked to play games and/or cards. .782 
We always did something as a family for birthdays and 
holidays. 
.750 
We liked to spend time together working, or doing activities. .862 
My parents volunteered and/or helped out with the activities 
we participated in. 
.719 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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Centrality of Family 
 A PCA was conducted on the five items (KMO = .854, KMO values for 
individual items were > .82, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (10) = 2234.608, p < .001). An 
initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. One 
component had an eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and explained 75% of the 
variance. Table 8.13 shows the factor loadings. The items that clustered on that 
component suggest that component 1 represents investment in and loyalty to the family 
(Cronbach’s α = .92).  
Table 8.13: Final PCA for Centrality of Family 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
Growing up in my family, we invested a great deal of time in 
each other. 
.886 
Compared to other people I know, my family members spent 
a great deal of time with each other. 
.874 
Growing up, my family emphasized that family should 
always come first. 
.858 
Growing up in my family, we always thought about how 
something affected our family as a whole before we thought 
about how it affected us individually. 
.833 
We valued loyalty to the family unit. .877 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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Hierarchy 
 A PCA was conducted on the nine items (KMO = .813, KMO values for 
individual items were > .76, Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (36) = 2330.147, p < .001). An 
initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues for each component in the data. Three 
components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in combination explained 
72.292% of the variance. Table 8.14 shows the factor loadings after rotation (patterns 
matrix). The items that cluster on the same components suggest that component 1 
represents parental hierarchy, which is the deference by family members to the will of 
one specific family member. The second component represents the authority of the 
parental unit, or the idea that children were not allowed to have any input in family rules 
or decision making. Finally, component 3 represents conformity, which is the extent to 
which parents not only expected their children to adhere to their beliefs and values, but 
also the implication that although they may not agree now, when they are older they will 
recognize the wisdom in their parents’ beliefs. Cronbach’s α = .82 (component 1: parental 
hierarchy), α = .81 (component 2: parental authority), and α = .73 (component 3: 
conformity). In addition, reliability analysis was run with information regarding 
reliability if each item was deleted. The analysis suggested that removal of any of the 
items would not improve the reliability. Given this result, I kept item 5 despite its 
borderline factor loading. Tables 8.17-8.27 include means, standard deviations, and 
correlations for the entire sample and grouped by racial/ethnic background. 
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Table 8.14: Hierarchy Pattern Matrix 
Pattern Matrixa 
 
  
Component 
1 2 3 
In my family, one person controlled most of the conversations. .872   
In my family, we have one person who dominated family 
decisions. 
.908   
In my family we have one person who everyone else always 
listened to and obeyed. 
.738   
In our home, my parents usually had the last word.  .901  
My parents felt that it was important to be the boss.  .614  
When I was at home, I was expected to obey my parents’ 
rules. 
 .882  
My parents often said things like “You’ll know better when 
you grow up.” 
  .811 
My parents often said things like “My ideas are right and you 
should not question them.” 
  .832 
My parents sometimes became irritated with my views if they 
were different from theirs. 
  .726 
Note: Rotation: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation converged in 5 iterations. 
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Closeness  
 A PCA was conducted on the 10 items; however, after investigating the factor 
loadings and the items. I determined that five items would be sufficient for measuring 
closeness (KMO = .870, KMO values for individual items were > .86, Bartlett’s test of 
sphericity χ2 (10) = 2250.651, p < .001). An initial analysis was run to obtain eigenvalues 
for each component in the data (see Table 8.15). Through multiple iterations of PCA and 
reliability analysis, I arrived at the final set of items listed in Table 8.16. The final 
analysis included one component with an eigenvalue over Kaiser’s criterion of 1 and in 
combination explained 75.54% of the variance. Table 8.16 shows the factor loadings. The 
items that cluster on the component suggest that component 1 represents family closeness 
(Cronbach’s α = .92). The following section includes  descriptive statistics, reliabilities 
and tests for mean differences between racial/ethnic groups on each of the continuous 
sets of items.  
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Table 8.15: Original PCA for Closeness 
Pattern Matrixa 
 Component 
1 2 
When we were apart, I missed my family a great deal. .926  
I had a strong connection with my family. .753  
My family and I did a lot of things together. .748  
When I had free time I chose to spend it with my family. .921  
I thought about my family a lot. .951  
I was not close with my family members.  .908 
We were all super close and involved in each other's lives. .739  
We didn't always have to see each other to know that we still 
cared about and loved one another. 
.456  
We were a very close-knit family. .704  
My family was not close, has never been close, and will never 
be close. 
 .970 
Note: Items in bold were removed for final iteration. Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization. a. Rotation 
converged in 3 iterations. 
 
Table 8.16: Final PCA for Closeness 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
When we were apart, I missed my family a great deal. .849 
I had a strong connection with my family. .900 
My family and I did a lot of things together. .838 
When I had free time I chose to spend it with my family. .854 
I thought about my family a lot. .903 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
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Preliminary Analysis 
 In this section I provide intercorrelations and descriptive statistics for each 
construct in the conceptual model of family identity. In addition I address group 
differences, specifically significant differences across racial/ethnic groups.  
 In addition to running Cronbach’s alpha for each component on the full sample, I 
also ran alpha reliabilities for each component on various subsets of the sample (i.e., 
White/Caucasian, Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino/a, and East Asian/Asian 
American). The purpose of this was to make sure that each component was also reliable 
for each racial/ethnic group separately; major differences in reliability across subsamples 
would indicate the items are not functioning as consistently for some groups compared to 
other. The reliabilities for each component and each subset are listed in Table 8.17. One 
important aspect of these components is the extent to which they are related to each other. 
 Correlations provide an estimate of how much each construct is related to the 
other. Overly high relationships between constructs indicate that the items may not be 
differentiating constructs adequately. Means, standard deviations, and correlations for the 
constructs are provided in Tables 8.18-8.27. These tables are presented for the overall 
sample, and subsamples for White/Caucasian, Black/African American, 
Hispanic/Latino/a, and East Asian/Asian American. 
 Finally, given that part of the goal of this project was to account for differences in 
families based on race/ethnicity, Tables 8.28 and 8.29 include tests of mean difference for 
each construct. Specifically, I ran one-way ANOVAs with each of the continuous 
components in the FII as dependent variables, and race-ethnicity as the grouping variable. 
Table 8.28 includes the results of the one-way ANOVAs for each of the components. 
Given the unequal sample sizes in the grouping variable, I used the Games-Howell post-
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hoc test to investigate where there were significant differences. Table 8.29 only includes 
post-hoc results for the significant one-way ANOVAs, and in addition, I only included 
the group differences that were significant in the table. For example, if there were 
significant differences on conflict, I provided the results for which groups were 
significantly different from each other and removed any information that pertained to 
non-significant group differences.  
 Specifically, the means significantly differed for: Discipline: Growth and 
Guidance; Conflict; Openness: Avoidance of the Personal; Affection; Support; Humor: 
Constructive; Humor: Destructive; Family Time; Hierarchy: Parental Hierarchy; 
Hierarchy: Parental Authority; Hierarchy: Conformity; and Shared Meaning. This is 
important to consider moving forward, as significant differences on these constructs 
needs to be considered when investigating the connection between these constructs and 
the outcome variables. In addition, this lends support to the notion that there are larger 
racial/ethnic cultural differences that occur within families, and need to be accounted for 
when providing recommendations for changing family communication. The final section 
of this chapter outlines the final set of items for the FII.  
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Table 8.17: Alpha reliabilities for each component based on each racial/ethnic group N=629 
Component White African 
American 
Hispanic Asian Overall 
Discipline 
1. Structure & Rules  
2. Guidance & Growth 
 
.79 
.69 
 
.79 
.69 
 
.84 
.68 
 
.86 
.73 
 
.82 
.69 
Conflict Avoidance .74 .82 .79 .81 .80 
Openness  
1. Talk about Anything 
2. Avoidance of the 
Personal 
 
.87 
.70 
 
.91 
.67 
 
.91 
.74 
 
.91 
.75 
 
.89 
.73 
Affection .91 .90 .93 .93 .92 
Support .91 .94 .94 .93 .94 
Humor 
1. Constructive Humor 
2. Destructive Humor 
 
.89 
.84 
 
.92 
.88 
 
.88 
.88 
 
.90 
.84 
 
.91 
.85 
Storytelling .74 .89 .87 .88 .84 
Family Time .82 .91 .91 .88 .88 
Centrality of Family .90 .94 .92 .92 .92 
Hierarchy 
1. Parental Hierarchy 
2. Parental Authority 
3. Conformity 
 
.79 
.78 
.77 
 
.86 
.82 
.54 
 
.85 
.76 
.64 
 
.79 
.82 
.75 
 
.82 
.81 
.73 
Closeness .90 .95 .92 .92 .92 
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Table 8.18:  Correlations for the Whole Sample Continued N=629 
Variable 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 
13. Parental Hierarchy 1     
14. Parental Authority .40** 1    
15. Conformity .50** .46** 1   
16. Closeness -.14** .04 -.06 1  
17. Shared Meaning -.20** .08* -.19** .39** 1 
18. Family Identification -.16** .02 -.15** .67** .37** 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
(2-tailed).  
 
Table 8.19: Descriptive Statistics for the Whole Sample N=629 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
1. Structure & Rules 5.13 1.31 629 
2. Guidance & Growth 4.84 1.26 630 
3. Conflict Avoidance 4.39 1.24 626 
4. Talk about Anything 4.19 1.43 626 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 4.30 1.39 627 
6. Affection 4.37 1.72 629 
7. Support 5.46 1.28 626 
8. Constructive Humor 5.22 1.27 624 
9. Destructive Humor 3.94 1.63 627 
10. Storytelling 4.83 1.24 628 
11. Family time 5.10 1.31 627 
12. Family Centrality 5.15 1.40 626 
13. Parental Hierarchy 4.17 1.53 626 
14. Parental Authority 5.39 1.25 628 
15. Conformity 4.36 1.46 627 
16. Closeness 5.36 1.31 626 
17. Shared Meaning 4.47 .86 622 
18. Family Identification 5.05 1.57 630 
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Table 8.20: Correlations for Caucasian subsample Continued N = 249 
VARIABLE 14. 15. 16. 17, 
13. Parental Hierarchy 1    
14. Parental Authority .47** 1   
15. Conformity -.08 -.29** 1  
16. Closeness .01 -.24** .50** 1 
17. Shared Meaning -.07 -.31** .67** .46** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
(2-tailed).  
 
Table 8.21: Descriptive Statistics for Caucasian subsample N = 249 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
1. Structure & Rules 5.05 1.19 247 
2. Guidance & Growth 5.12 1.04 248 
3. Conflict Avoidance 4.75 1.02 247 
4. Talk about Anything 4.34 1.25 246 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 4.71 1.21 246 
6. Affection 4.88 1.44 248 
7. Support 5.84 .95 245 
8. Constructive Humor 5.72 .93 245 
9. Destructive Humor 3.73 1.53 246 
10. Storytelling 4.95 .94 246 
11. Family time 5.45 1.01 246 
12. Family Centrality 5.31 1.19 245 
13. Parental Hierarchy 3.80 1.40 246 
14. Parental Authority 5.32 1.15 247 
15. Conformity 3.89 1.43 247 
16. Closeness 5.40 1.10 245 
17. Shared Meaning 4.74 .55 244 
18. Family Identification 5.21 1.30 249 
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Table 8.22: Correlations for African American subsample Continued N=115 
Variable 14. 15. 16. 17. 
14. Parental Authority 1    
15. Conformity .43** 1   
16. Closeness .21* .15 1  
17. Shared Meaning .27** -.08 .40** 1 
18. Family Identification .14 -.01 .65** .36** 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 
(2-tailed). 
 
Table 8.23: Descriptive Statics for African American subsample N=115 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
1. Structure & Rules 5.38 1.34 115 
2. Guidance & Growth 4.62 1.44 115 
3. Conflict Avoidance 4.55 1.34 115 
4. Talk about Anything 3.99 1.68 115 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 4.04 1.52 115 
6. Affection 4.07 1.80 115 
7. Support 5.09 1.56 115 
8. Constructive Humor 4.96 1.46 115 
9. Destructive Humor 3.97 1.78 115 
10. Storytelling 4.84 1.55 115 
11. Family time 4.92 1.50 115 
12. Family Centrality 5.07 1.57 115 
13. Parental Hierarchy 4.31 1.69 114 
14. Parental Authority 5.71 1.28 115 
15. Conformity 4.67 1.36 115 
16. Closeness 5.40 1.55 115 
17. Shared Meaning 4.39 1.02 114 
18. Family Identification 5.00 1.92 115 
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Table 8.24: Correlations for East Asian subsample Continued N=117 
Variables 14. 15. 16. 17. 
14. Parental Authority 1    
15. Conformity .55** 1   
16. Closeness -.02 .05 1  
17. Shared Meaning -.17 -.22* .36** 1 
18. Family Identification .03 -.01 .65** .31** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
(2-tailed).  
 
Table 8.25: Descriptive Statistics for East Asian Subsample N=117 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
1. Structure & Rules 5.05 1.38 117 
2. Guidance & Growth 4.75 1.31 117 
3. Conflict Avoidance 3.95 1.20 116 
4. Talk about Anything 3.99 1.39 116 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 3.99 1.30 117 
6. Affection 3.75 1.79 117 
7. Support 5.19 1.30 117 
8. Constructive Humor 4.38 1.28 116 
9. Destructive Humor 3.91 1.51 117 
10. Storytelling 4.66 1.29 117 
11. Family time 4.85 1.31 117 
12. Family Centrality 5.02 1.47 117 
13. Parental Hierarchy 4.32 1.40 117 
14. Parental Authority 5.12 1.41 117 
15. Conformity 4.40 1.47 117 
16. Closeness 5.20 1.38 116 
17. Shared Meaning 4.18 .91 117 
18. Family Identification 4.90 1.66 117 
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Table 8.26: Correlations for Hispanic subsample Continued N=116 
Variable 14. 15. 16. 17. 
14. Parental Authority 1    
15. Conformity .38** 1   
16. Closeness .07 -.01 1  
17. Shared Meaning .26** -.02 .32** 1 
18. Family Identification .04 -.05 .74** .35** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 
(2-tailed).  
 
Table 8.27: Descriptive Statistics for Hispanic subsample N=116 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
1. Structure & Rules 5.30 1.40 116 
2. Guidance & Growth 4.51 1.40 116 
3. Conflict Avoidance 3.94 1.36 115 
4. Talk about Anything 4.16 1.63 116 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 3.97 1.52 116 
6. Affection 4.09 1.84 116 
7. Support 5.22 1.46 116 
8. Constructive Humor 5.30 1.22 116 
9. Destructive Humor 4.38 1.78 116 
10. Storytelling 4.72 1.47 116 
11. Family time 4.76 1.54 116 
12. Family Centrality 4.98 1.61 116 
13. Parental Hierarchy 4.69 1.63 116 
14. Parental Authority 5.65 1.15 116 
15. Conformity 5.06 1.30 116 
16. Closeness 5.36 1.45 116 
17. Shared Meaning 4.30 1.07 116 
18. Family Identification 4.91 1.704 116 
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Family Identity Inventory  
 In Study 1 I collected responses to open ended questions regarding how 
individuals view their family, and what makes their family unique, in order to understand 
what characteristics comprise family identity. Using the themes that emerged from Study 
1, and existing research on family identity, I put together a set of items designed to 
measure dimensions of a conceptual framework of family identity. In Study 2, I collected 
quantitative survey data using the set of items designed to assess family identity. In the 
previous section I detailed how each of those constructs were measured, and initial 
testing of the items, which included principal components analysis, Cronbach’s alpha 
reliabilities, correlations, and tests of mean differences. Careful review of the analyses 
and items resulted in some of the initial items being removed. Consequently, the final set 
of items which comprise the Family Identity Inventory (FII) are outlined in Table 8.30 
below. The table is organized according to the larger concepts as outlined in the 
conceptual figure (Figure 6.1), then each component is listed according to its label from 
the PCA analysis. Finally, within each component are the final set of items for measuring 
that component and the source of each of those items, as some of them are from pre-
existing measures.  
 In chapter 8 I presented the psychometric properties of the items contained in FII. 
Specifically, I conducted principal components analysis on each set of items, removed 
items that were problematic or redundant, and presented the final components for each 
construct with labels and definitions. In addition, I presented the results of the alpha 
reliabilities for the entire sample on each of the components, and the alpha reliabilities for 
the subsamples of White/Caucasian, Black/African American, Hispanic/Latino/a, and 
East Asian/Asian American for each of the components. Next I presented the results of 
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the correlations along with descriptive statistics. This is an important step as it identifies 
any constructs that may be too closely related and thus not measuring distinct constructs. 
Moreover, I tested for mean differences on each of the components, given that one of the 
goals of this project is to test for racial and ethnic differences, this step provides a starting 
point for determining how race/ethnicity influences family communication and identity. 
Finally, I presented the final set of items for the FII, this will be the foundation for the 
next chapter, as in Chapter 9 I will test the propositions initially laid out using the final 
set of items that comprise the Family Identity Inventory.  
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CHAPTER 9: RESULTS 
 Despite the plethora of research on family communication since the 1970s 
(Braithwaite & Baxter, 2006), scholars lack a comprehensive framework of family 
identity and specifically, and inventory from which to study family identity. In the 
previous chapters I discussed the process through which I developed the Family Identity 
Inventory (FII) reflecting the conceptual model of family identity introduced in this 
study. In this chapter I will test the propositions and research questions guiding Study 2 
laid out in Chapter 6 with the FII, and Table 9.1 briefly outline those propositions.  
Table 9.1: Propositions  
Proposition/Research Question 
Proposition 1: Individual and relational-level outcomes are predicted by 
communicative processes of discipline, conflict avoidance, openness, affection, 
support, humor/fun, storytelling, and family time in the family. 
Proposition 2: Relational ideology of family moderates the relationship between 
communicative processes and individual and relational outcomes.  
Proposition 3: Composition structures moderate the relationship between 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes.  
Proposition 4: Family identification moderates the relationship between 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes. 
Research Question: What life stressors do individuals identify and what role do those 
stressors play in the relationship between communication processes and individual and 
relational outcomes?  
     
Proposition 1 
 The first proposition outlines the relationship between the communicative 
processes and the individual and relational outcomes. Using each of the communicative 
components that emerged out of the principal components analysis in Chapter 8, I 
conducted Pearson Product Moment Correlations, in order to determine the extent to 
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which the communicative components are related to anticipated relational trajectories 
(ART), family satisfaction, life Satisfaction, and self-worth4.  
 Given that one of the goals of this project is to also look for differences among 
families with different racial/ethnic backgrounds, I ran correlation analyses on the whole 
sample, the Caucasian sample, the African American sample, the Asian American 
sample, and the Hispanic sample. Tables 9.2-9.11 contain the correlations, means, and 
standard deviations for the relationship between each of the communication components 
and the outcome variables, and there are separate tables for each subsample.  
 Overall, an investigation of the correlation tables indicates that for the most part 
each of the communicative processes is significantly related with the individual and 
relational outcomes, with some variation across each of the samples. Consistently, the 
only two variables that had either very small significant correlations or were not related at 
all to the outcome variables across each of the samples were Discipline: Structure & 
Rules, and Conflict. In general, each of the components was positively associated with 
the outcome variables, with the exception of Humor: Destructive. However, when 
investigating these relationships based on racial-ethnic group there are some interesting 
trends for each of the communicative processes. The following section addresses 
variation in the relationships for each of the communication constructs based on racial-
ethnic differences.  
 
																																																								
4 Please seen chapter 6 for a discussion of these outcomes and chapter 7 for the specific scales used to 
measure each of these four outcomes. Higher scores are indicative of: more willingness to be there for their 
family in the future (ART), greater family satisfaction, greater life satisfaction, and more self-worth.  
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Discipline: Structure & Rules 
 For Structure and rules there were no significant associations between structure 
and rules and the outcome variables for each of the groups. However, the effect size for 
the Asian-American group suggests that, in this sample, this behavior plays a role in life 
satisfaction and self-worth. Thus, the sample may be too small to detect effect 
significance for the Asian-American group.  
Discipline: Guidance & Growth 
 Guidance and growth was significantly positively associated with all of the 
outcome variables for all groups, except for African Americans. For African American 
families, guidance and growth was not significantly related to self-worth.  
Conflict Avoidance 
 Results point to ethnic-racial variations in terms of the role of conflict in 
individual and relational outcomes. Whereas conflict is not central to life satisfaction for 
White participants, it is negatively associated with life satisfaction with African-
American and Hispanic participants and marginally significant for Asian-American 
participants. Conflict avoidance was also positively associated with self-worth for White 
and African-American participants but not Asian-American or Hispanic samples. Finally, 
although conflict was only significantly associated with both family satisfaction and 
anticipated relational trajectories for the White participants.  
Openness: Talk about anything 
 When considering openness in the family, individuals from both Hispanic and 
White families had significant positive correlations with all of the outcome variables. In 
African American and Asian-American families, the relationship between talk about 
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anything and self-worth was not significant. Moreover, the effect size was relatively 
small for that set of relationships.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal 
 Results indicate that avoidance of the personal was significantly positively 
associated with all outcome variables for White individuals. However, for African 
American and Asian American individuals, not all of those relationships were significant. 
Specifically, for African Americans avoidance of the personal was only significantly 
associated with self-worth, and for Asian Americans it was only significantly associated 
with family satisfaction. However, for Hispanic individuals there were no significant 
relationships between avoidance of the personal and the outcomes.  
Affection 
 For affectionate behaviors, individuals from both Hispanic and White 
racial/ethnic groups had significant positive associations with all of the outcome 
variables. Moreover, there were similarities between those of African American and 
Asian American descent; as for those individuals affection was significantly positively 
associated with all of the outcome variables except self-worth.  
Support 
 The results involving support were very consistent, as support was significantly 
positively related to all of the outcome variables for all of the racial/ethnic groups.  
Constructive Humor 
 For African Americans, Asian Americans, and Hispanics, constructive humor was 
significantly positively associated with all of the outcome variables except self-worth. 
For the White individuals all of the relationships between humor and outcome variables 
were significant.  
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Destructive Humor 
 Results point to ethnic-racial variation when considering the role of destructive 
humor and individual and relational outcomes. Specifically, destructive humor was not 
central to Asian American families, yet is negatively related to all of the outcomes for 
Hispanic families. Moreover, White and African American families were more similar to 
Hispanic families as the majority of the relationships between destructive humor and the 
outcomes were significant and negative. However, for White families destructive humor 
was not significantly related to ART, and for African American families destructive 
humor was not related to life satisfaction.  
Storytelling 
 Storytelling was relatively consistent across groups. For all of the groups 
storytelling was significantly positively related to all of the outcomes, except for African 
Americans. For African Americans, storytelling was not significantly related to self-
worth.  
Family Time 
 Family time plays a central role in all families, as there were significant positive 
relationships between family time and all of the outcome variables across racial/ethnic 
groups.  
Summary of Proposition 1 
 Proposition 1 provides the foundation for testing the rest of the propositions, as it 
is important to understand how each of the variables are related to individual and 
relational outcomes. In addition, proposition 1 also acts as a validity test, because 
demonstrating that these variables are associated further provides evidence that these sets 
of items are capable of assessing the intended construct. The following section builds on 
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proposition 1 by investigating the extent to which relational ideology moderates the 
relationships addressed in this section.  	  
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Table 9.2: Correlations for Outcome and Communication Variables for the Whole Sample 
Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Structure & Rules .09* .13** 0.02 0.06 
2. Guidance & Growth .44** .31** .59** .42** 
3. Conflict Avoidance -0.07 .22** .14** .17** 
4. Talk about anything .37** .21** .50** .34** 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 0.07 .17** .25** .21** 
6. Affection .36** .24** .51** .45** 
7. Support .40** .33** .72** .68** 
8. Constructive Humor .31** .17** .47** .51** 
9. Destructive Humor -.10** -.29** -.31** -.19** 
10. Storytelling .39** .30** .54** .47** 
11. Family Time .37** .31** .63** .58** 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant 
LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
 
Table 9.3: Outcome Descriptive Statistics for the Whole Sample     
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
LSAT 4.82 1.41 629 
SELFWORTH 5.11 1.16 622 
FAMSAT 5.55 1.26 622 
ART 6.04 1.16 630 
Note: LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
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Table 9.4: Correlations for Outcome and Communication Variables for the White Subsample 
 Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Structure & Rules 0.1 0.09 -0.04 0.12 
2. Guidance & Growth .40** .37** .57** .36** 
3. Conflict Avoidance 0.1 .30** .34** .36** 
4. Talk about anything .24** .21** .50** .38** 
5. Avoidance of the Personal .17** .25** .45** .37** 
6. Affection .23** .25** .50** .42** 
7. Support .36** .40** .72** .62** 
8. Constructive Humor .20** .27** .47** .52** 
9. Destructive Humor -.18** -.29** -.31** -0.09 
10. Storytelling .29** .33** .48** .36** 
11. Family Time .27** .28** .58** .49** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
 
Table 9.5: Outcome Descriptive Statistics for the White Subsample 
 Mean Std. 
Dev. 
N 
LSAT 5.23 1.01 248 
SELFWORTH 5.35 .96 243 
FAMSAT 5.88 .92 244 
ART 6.43 .70 249 
Note: LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
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Table 9.6: Correlations for Outcome and Communication Variables for the African American 
Subsample 
Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Structure & Rules 0.12 .26** 0.12 0.13 
2. Guidance & Growth .33** 0.17 .54** .47** 
3. Conflict Avoidance -.24* .24* -0.06 0.04 
4. Talk about anything .39** 0.14 .45** .32** 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 0.01 .26** 0.06 0.07 
6. Affection .27** 0.16 .51** .48** 
7. Support .26** .20* .70** .71** 
8. Constructive Humor .24** 0.04 .51** .61** 
9. Destructive Humor .00 -.32** -.27** -.22* 
10. Storytelling .28** 0.14 .50** .58** 
11. Family Time .33** .34** .61** .65** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level. LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
 (2-tailed). 16 = Family Importance 
 
Table 9.7: Outcome Descriptive Statistics for the African American Subsample 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
LSAT 4.17 1.71 115 
SELFWORTH 5.15 1.28 115 
FAMSAT 5.45 1.49 114 
ART 5.61 1.53 115 
Note: LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
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Table 9.8: Correlations for Outcome and Communication Variables for the Asian Subsample 
Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Structure & Rules 0.15 0.18 -0.05 0.12 
2. Guidance & Growth .47** .23* .60** .40** 
3. Conflict Avoidance -0.18 0.04 -0.01 0.08 
4. Talk about anything .38** 0.12 .48** .21* 
5. Avoidance of the Personal 0.01 -0.07 .26** 0.16 
6. Affection .38** 0.05 .46** .33** 
7. Support .38** .23* .70** .69** 
8. Constructive Humor .25** 0.02 .35** .31** 
9. Destructive Humor 0.01 -0.15 -0.17 -0.18 
10. Storytelling .45** .25** .52** .44** 
11. Family Time .34** .19* .63** .60** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
 
Table 9.9: Outcome Descriptive Statistics for the Asian Subsample 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
LSAT 4.61 1.38 117 
SELFWORTH 4.79 1.20 116 
FAMSAT 5.17 1.39 116 
ART 5.69 1.198 117 
Note: LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
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Table 9.10: Correlations for Outcome and Communication Variables for the Hispanic Subsample 
Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Structure & Rules 0.03 0.09 0.08 0.01 
2. Guidance & Growth .57** .41** .63** .39** 
3. Conflict Avoidance -.26** 0.11 -0.04 -0.01 
4. Talk about anything .45** .31** .58** .40** 
5. Avoidance of the Personal -0.15 0.04 0.06 0.02 
6. Affection .48** .32** .51** .43** 
7. Support .49** .40** .75** .60** 
8. Constructive Humor .30** 0.13 .52** .45** 
9. Destructive Humor -.19* -.39** -.43** -.27** 
10. Storytelling .54** .41** .65** .46** 
11. Family Time .47** .35** .70** .56** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
 
Table 9.11: Outcome Descriptive Statistics for the Hispanic Subsample 
 Mean Std. Dev. N 
LSAT 4.78 1.56 116 
SELFWORTH 4.95 1.34 116 
FAMSAT 5.31 1.40 115 
ART 5.92 1.30 116 
Note: LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
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Proposition 2 
 Proposition 2 is that relational ideology plays a moderating role in family identity. 
Before testing the moderating properties of each of the relational ideology components, it 
is important to determine the extent to which those aspects are related to the four 
outcome variables, and given the nature of the study, to determine if those relationships 
differ based on the sample. Thus, the following tables include means, standard deviations, 
and correlations for relational ideology and the outcome variables across the whole 
sample and the subsamples. There are five relational ideology constructs: family 
centrality, parental hierarchy, parental authority, conformity, and closeness. These five 
relational ideology constructs are important as they focus on particular values of the 
family.  
Family Centrality  
 Family centrality did not vary as a function of racial/ethnic group, as family 
centrality was significantly positively related to each of the four outcome variables across 
racial/ethnic group.  
Parental Hierarchy 
 Results indicate racial/ethnic variation when considering the role of parental 
hierarchy. Specifically, for the White sample, parental hierarchy was significantly 
negatively related to each of the four outcome variables; however, family satisfaction was 
the only outcome that was consistently negatively related to parental hierarchy regardless 
of group. In addition, for Asian Americans, parental hierarchy was also significantly 
negatively related to ART, and for Hispanic families it was negatively related to self-
worth.  
  172 
Parental Authority 
 The ethnic/racial variations for parental authority were particular interesting, as 
for White and Asian American families only family satisfaction was significantly 
negatively related to parental authority. Whereas parental authority was not relevant for 
Hispanic families and for African American families parental authority was significantly 
positively related to all of the outcomes except ART. 
Conformity 
 Results indicate that conformity also varies widely based on racial/ethnic 
variation, such that conformity is not a central factor for Hispanic and African American 
families. However, for White families conformity was significantly negatively associated 
with all of the outcomes except life satisfaction, and for Asian American families 
conformity was only significantly negatively related to family satisfaction. 
Closeness  
 Given the consistency of family importance across racial/ethnic groups, it is 
unsurprising that closeness was also significantly positively related to all of the outcome 
variables across the racial/ethnic groups.  
Table 9.12: Correlations for Outcome and Ideology Variables for the Whole Sample 
Variable LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Family Centrality .35** .25** .63** .56** 
2. Parental Hierarchy -.14** -.23** -.30** -.19** 
3. Parental Authority 0.03 0.06 -0.05 0.04 
4. Conformity -0.07 -.22** -.23** -.11** 
5. Closeness .37** .29** .66** .61** 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 
0.05 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories.  
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Table 9.13: Correlations for Outcome and Ideology Variables for the White Subsample 
 Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Family Centrality .34** .33** .62** .55** 
2. Parental Hierarchy -.15* -.21** -.39** -.18** 
3. Parental Authority -.01 -.03 -.21** .03 
4. Conformity -.11 -.34** -.44** -.22** 
5. Closeness .31** .33** .67** .59** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories. 
 
Table 9.14: Correlations for Outcome and Ideology Variables for the African American Subsample 
Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Family Centrality .33** .23* .62** .63** 
2. Parental Hierarchy -0.1 -0.18 -.20* -0.14 
3. Parental Authority .25** .27** .25** 0.15 
4. Conformity 0.18 -0.04 0.14 0.15 
5. Closeness .36** .28** .60** .67** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories. 
 
Table 9.15: Correlations for Outcome and Ideology Variables for the Asian Subsample 
Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Family Centrality .37** .20* .67** .68** 
2. Parental Hierarchy -0.1 -0.12 -.28** -.19* 
3. Parental Authority -0.02 -0.02 -.24** 0.04 
4. Conformity -0.11 -0.17 -.22* -0.04 
5. Closeness .45** .28** .69** .64** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories. 
 
Table 9.16: Correlations for Outcome and Ideology Variables for the Hispanic Subsample 
Variables LSAT SELFWORTH FAMSAT ART 
1. Family Centrality .35** .19* .62** .45** 
2. Parental Hierarchy -0.09 -.29** -.20* -0.12 
3. Parental Authority 0.01 0.04 0.08 .00 
4. Conformity -0.05 -0.15 -0.15 -0.06 
5. Closeness .42** .27** .75** .63** 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family 
Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories. 
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Relational Ideology as a Moderator 
 The results of study 1 and the PCAs in the current study indicate that there are 
five relational ideology components centrality of family, parental hierarchy, parental 
authority, conformity, and closeness. Each of those components will be evaluated as a 
moderator in the following sections. As the proposition is in regards to the moderating 
effect, I will only be discussing significant interaction effects. Significant models that did 
not include a significant interaction effect are not discussed.  Multiple regression models 
were run in Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS, with each communication process 
component outlined in chapter 8 entered as an independent variable in conjunction with 
each of the four outcome variables. Each PROCESS model tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 
2013) included relational ideology as a moderator, one communication component, and 
one outcome variable. 
Centrality of Family as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 The first relational ideology component is centrality of family—or the extent to 
which family comes first. Multiple regression models were run in Hayes’ (2013) 
PROCESS macro for SPSS, with each communication process component outlined in 
chapter 8 entered as an independent variable in conjunction with each of the four 
outcome variables. Each PROCESS model tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 2013) included 
centrality of family as a moderator, one communication component, and one outcome 
variable, for a total of 44 PROCESS models. There were a total of 15 significant models, 
and the results of those analyses are outlined below; however, the model summary 
statistics and coefficients for the interaction term are included in Table 9.17. Given the 
proposition, I am interested in the moderating effect, and thus any model without a 
significant interaction is indicated with an NS (for not significant) in the table. For each 
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of the significant interaction effects, coefficients between the independent and dependent 
variables were examined at three levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD) to decompose 
the interaction effects.  
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.20) to moderate (.14) levels of family centrality, 
there were significant relationships between discipline and ART. However, at high levels 
(.08) of family centrality, the association between discipline and ART was not 
significant. When centrality is high, discipline is not related to ART, thus only at low to 
moderate levels of family centrality does guidance and growth impact ART.  
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.31), moderate (.44), and high (.58) levels of family 
centrality, the associations between discipline and life satisfaction were significant. In 
other words, regardless of level of family centrality, discipline was associated with life 
satisfaction.  
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.16), moderate (.25), and high (.34) levels of family 
centrality, the association between discipline and self-worth was significant. Thus, at all 
levels of family centrality, the relationship between discipline and self-worth was 
significant.  
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.13), moderate (.24), and high (.34) levels of family 
centrality, the association between openness and life satisfaction was significant. 
Consequently, the relationship between openness and life satisfaction is exacerbated at 
high levels of family centrality.  
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Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.02) levels of family centrality, there was not a 
significant relationship between openness and self-worth. However, at moderate (.09) and 
high levels (.16) of family centrality, the associations between openness and self-worth 
were significant. It is only at higher levels of family centrality that it has a positive 
impact on the relationship between avoidance of the personal and self-worth.   
Affection è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.20), moderate (.13), and high (.07) levels of family 
centrality, the associations between affection and ART were significant. Consequently, as 
family centrality decreases the relationship between affection and ART is stronger.  
Affection è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.23), moderate (.18), and high (.13) levels of family 
centrality, the association between affection and family satisfaction was significant. 
Overall, regardless of the strength of family centrality it has an effect on the relationship 
between affection and family satisfaction; however, that relationship is strongest at low 
levels of family centrality.  
Support è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.34), moderate (.44), and high (.54) levels of family 
centrality, the association between support and life satisfaction was significant. Overall, 
regardless of the strength of family centrality it has an effect on the relationship between 
support and life satisfaction; however, that relationship is strongest at high levels of 
family centrality.  
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Support è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.29), moderate (.36), and high (.43) levels of family 
centrality, the association between support and self-worth were significant. Overall, 
regardless of the strength of family centrality it has an effect on the relationship between 
support and self-worth; however, that relationship is strongest at high levels of family 
centrality. 
Humor: Constructive è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.33), moderate (.26), and high (.18) levels of family 
centrality, the association between constructive humor and ART was significant. Overall, 
regardless of the strength of family centrality it has an effect on the relationship between 
constructive humor and ART; however, that relationship is strongest at low levels of 
family centrality. 
Humor: Constructive è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.14), moderate (.21), and high (.28) levels of family 
centrality, the association between constructive humor and life satisfaction was 
significant. Overall, regardless of the strength of family centrality it has an effect on the 
relationship between constructive humor and life satisfaction; however, that relationship 
is strongest at high levels of family centrality. 
Humor: Destructive è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (-.19), moderate (-.14), and high (-.09) levels of 
family centrality, the association between destructive humor and family satisfaction was 
significant. Specifically, as family centrality increased the relationship between 
destructive humor and family satisfaction decreased.  
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Storytelling è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.24), moderate (.18), and high (.12) levels of family 
centrality, the association between storytelling and ART was significant. Although family 
centrality increased the relationship between storytelling and ART, the relationship was 
strongest at low levels of family centrality.  
Storytelling è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.23), moderate (.32), and high (.41) levels of family 
centrality, the association between storytelling and ART was significant. Although family 
centrality increased the relationship between storytelling and life satisfaction, the 
relationship was strongest at high levels of family centrality.  
Family Time è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.39), moderate (.33), and high (.27) levels of family 
centrality, the association between family time and ART was significant. Although 
family centrality increased the relationship between family time and ART, the 
relationship was strongest at low levels of family centrality. 
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Hierarchy: Parental Hierarchy as a Moderator of Communication Processes and 
Outcomes 
 The second aspect of relational ideology is family hierarchy, which is composed 
of three dimensions. Thus, parental hierarchy—the first dimension of hierarchy was used 
as the moderator in Model 1 of Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro. The end result was a set 
of 44 PROCESS models utilizing the communicative processes as the independent 
variable and four different outcome variables. There were a total of 17 significant 
models, and the results of those analyses are outlined below; however, the model 
summary statistics and coefficients for the interaction term are included in Table 9.18. 
Given the proposition, I am only interested in the moderating effect, and thus any model 
without a significant interaction is indicated with an NS (for not significant) in the table. 
For each of the significant interaction effects, coefficients between the independent and 
dependent variables were examined at three levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD) to 
decompose the interaction effects. 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.39), moderate (.29), and high (.18) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between storytelling and ART was significant. Specifically, 
parental hierarchy was a significant factor at low, moderate, and high levels, such that the 
relationship between discipline and self-worth was strongest at low levels of parental 
hierarchy.  
Conflict Avoidance è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.19) to moderate (.11) levels of parental hierarchy, 
there were significant relationships between conflict avoidance and ART. However, at 
high levels (.02) of parental hierarchy, the associations between conflict avoidance and 
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ART were not significant. Overall, at average to low levels, parental hierarchy moderated 
the relationship between conflict avoidance and ART.   
Conflict Avoidance è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.15) levels of parental hierarchy, the association 
between conflict avoidance and family satisfaction was significant. However, at moderate 
(.03) and high levels (-.09) of parental hierarchy, the association between conflict 
avoidance and family satisfaction were not significant. Thus, only low levels of parental 
hierarchy influenced the relationship between conflict avoidance and family satisfaction.  
Conflict Avoidance è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.00) levels of parental hierarchy, there was a not 
significant relationship between conflict avoidance and life satisfaction. However, at 
moderate (-.16) and high levels (-.33) of parental hierarchy, the association between 
conflict avoidance and life satisfaction were significant. Consequently, parental hierarchy 
is a significant factor in the relationship between conflict avoidance and life satisfaction 
but only at mean to high levels of parental hierarchy.  
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.33), moderate (.40), and high (.46) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between openness and family satisfaction was significant. 
Overall, parental hierarchy is a significant factor in the relationship between openness 
and family satisfaction, such that as parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between 
openness and family satisfaction increases.  
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Self-worth 
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 Results indicate that at low (.25), moderate (.17), and high (.08) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between openness and ART was significant. Consequently, as 
parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between openness and self-worth decreases.   
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.25) to moderate (.15) levels of parental hierarchy, 
the association between openness and ART was significant. However, at high levels (.05) 
of parental hierarchy, the association between openness and ART was not significant. 
Thus, parental hierarchy is only a significant moderator of the relationship between 
openness and ART at low to moderate levels, as it amplifies the effect.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.30) to moderate (.18) levels of parental hierarchy, 
the association between openness and family satisfaction was significant. However, at 
high levels (.06) of parental hierarchy, the association between openness and family 
satisfaction was not significant. When parental hierarchy is high, it does not influence the 
relationship between openness and family satisfaction.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.26) and high (-.12) levels of parental hierarchy, the 
association between openness and life satisfaction was significant. However, at moderate 
(.07) levels of parental hierarchy, the association between openness and life satisfaction 
was not significant. Parental hierarchy actually changes the nature of the association 
between openness and life satisfaction, such that at low levels of parental hierarchy the 
association is positive however, at higher levels of parental hierarchy there is a negative 
relationship between openness and life satisfaction.  
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Affection è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.29), moderate (.35), and high (.40) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between affection and family satisfaction was significant. 
Consequently, as parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between affection and 
family satisfaction increases.   
Support è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.56), moderate (.66), and high (.76) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between support and family satisfaction was significant. 
Consequently, as parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between support and 
family satisfaction increases.   
Support è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.35), moderate (.29), and high (.22) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between support and self-worth was significant. Thus, as 
parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between support and self-worth decreases.   
Humor: Constructive è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.39), moderate (.46), and high (.54) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between constructive humor and family satisfaction was 
significant. Overall, as parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between constructive 
humor and family satisfaction increases.   
Humor: Constructive è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.23) to moderate (.15) levels of parental hierarchy, 
the association between constructive humor and self-worth was significant. However, at 
high levels (.07) of parental hierarchy, the association between humor and self-worth was 
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not significant. When parental hierarchy is low to moderate there is a slight increase in 
the relationship between constructive humor and self-worth.   
Humor: Destructiveè  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (-.13) levels of parental hierarchy, the association 
between destructive humor and life satisfaction was significant. However, at moderate (-
.06) to high levels (.01) of parental hierarchy, the association between destructive humor 
and life satisfaction was not significant. Parental hierarchy only moderates the 
relationship between destructive humor and life satisfaction. Thus, at moderate to high 
levels parental hierarchy does not have an effect on the relationship between destructive 
humor and life satisfaction.  
Storytelling è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.39), moderate (.51), and high (.63) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between storytelling and family satisfaction was significant. 
Consequently, as parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between storytelling and 
family satisfaction increases.   
Family Time è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.48), moderate (.58), and high (.67) levels of parental 
hierarchy, the association between family time and family satisfaction was significant. 
Thus, as parental hierarchy increases, the relationship between family time and family 
satisfaction increases.   
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Hierarchy: Parental Authority as a Moderator of Communication Processes and 
Outcomes 
 The second aspect of familial hierarchy is parental authority—or the extent to 
which the parental unit enforces rules and decisions. Multiple regression models were run 
in Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS, with each communication process 
component outlined in chapter 8 entered as an independent variable in conjunction with 
each of the four outcome variables. Each PROCESS model tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 
2013) included parental authority as a moderator, one communication component, and 
one outcome variable, for a total of 44 PROCESS models. There were a total of 8 
significant models, and the results of those analyses are outlined below. For each of the 
significant interaction effects, coefficients between the independent and dependent 
variables were examined at three levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD) to decompose 
the interaction effects. 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 584) = 24.31, p < .001, R2 = .11, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.05, t(584)= -1.98, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.37), moderate (.31), and high (.24) levels of parental authority, the association between 
discipline and self-worth was significant. Thus as parental authority increases, the 
relationship between discipline and self-worth decreases.  
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 581) = 13.45, p < .001, R2 = .06, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.08, t(581) = -3.04, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.29), moderate (.20), and high (.10) levels of parental authority, the association between 
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openness and self-worth was significant. Thus as parental authority increases, the 
relationship between openness and self-worth decreases. 
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 589) = 14.86, p < .001, R2 = .07, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.10, t(589)= -3.94, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.32) to moderate (.20) levels of parental authority, there were significant relationships 
between openness and ART. However, at high levels (.07) of parental authority, the 
association between openness and ART was not significant. Thus as parental authority 
increases, it does not significantly change the nature of the relationship. 
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 581) = 14.68, p < .001, R2 = .07, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.06, t(581) = -2.00, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.31), moderate (.24), and high (.17) levels of parental authority, the association between 
openness and family satisfaction was significant. Thus as parental authority increases, the 
relationship between openness and family satisfaction decreases. 
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 588) = 3.39, p < .05, R2 = .02, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.08, t(588)= -2.42, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.19) to moderate (.09) levels of parental authority, there were significant relationships 
between openness and life satisfaction. However, at high levels (-.00) of parental 
authority, the association between openness and life satisfaction was not significant. Thus 
as parental authority increases, it no longer significantly changes the nature of the 
relationship between openness and life satisfaction. 
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Support è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 581) = 26.50, p < .001, R2 = .12, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.05, t(581) = -2.06, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.37), moderate (.31), and high (.25) levels of parental authority, the association between 
support and self-worth was significant. Thus as parental authority increases, the 
relationship between support and self-worth decreases. 
Humor: Constructive è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 581) = 8.95, p < .05, R2 = .04, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.07, t(581)= -2.78, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.25) to moderate (.17) levels of parental authority, there were significant relationships 
between constructive humor and self-worth. However, at high levels (.08) of parental 
authority, the association between humor and self-worth was not significant. Thus as 
parental authority increases, it no longer significantly influences the relationship between 
constructive humor and self-worth. 
Family Time è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 582) = 152.42, p < .001, R2 = .44, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .05, t(582) = 2.53, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.57), moderate (.63), and high (.70) levels of parental authority, the association between 
family time and family satisfaction was significant. Overall, as parental authority 
increases, the relationship between family time and family satisfaction increases.  
Hierarchy: Conformity as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 The third aspect of familial hierarchy is conformity—or the extent to which 
family members are expected to hold the same set of beliefs and values. Multiple 
regression models were run in Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS, with each 
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communication process component outlined in chapter 8 entered as an independent 
variable in conjunction with each of the four outcome variables. Each PROCESS model 
tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 2013) included conformity as a moderator, one 
communication component, and one outcome variable, for a total of 44 PROCESS 
models. There were a total of 17 significant models, and the results of those analyses are 
outlined below; however, the model summary statistics and coefficients for the 
interaction term are included in Table 9.19. I am only interested in the moderating effect 
of conformity, and thus any model without a significant interaction is indicated with an 
NS (for not significant) in the table. For each of the significant interaction effects, 
coefficients between the independent and dependent variables were examined at three 
levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD) to decompose the interaction effects. 
Discipline: Growth & Guidance è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.48), moderate (.41), and high (.34) levels of 
conformity, the association between discipline and ART was significant. Moreover, as 
conformity increases, the strength of the relationship between discipline and ART 
decreases.  
Discipline: Growth & Guidance è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.38), moderate (.28), and high (.18) levels of 
conformity, the association between discipline and self-worth was significant. Moreover, 
as conformity increases, the strength of the relationship between discipline and self-worth 
decreases.  
Conflict Avoidance è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.22) to moderate (.15) levels of conformity, there 
were significant relationships between conflict avoidance and ART. However, at high 
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levels (.07) of conformity, the association between conflict avoidance and ART was not 
significant. When conformity is high it does not significantly moderate the relationship 
between conflict avoidance and ART.  
Conflict Avoidance è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.14) levels of conformity, the relationship between 
conflict avoidance and family satisfaction was significant. However, at moderate (.07) to 
high levels (-.01) of conformity, the association between conflict avoidance and family 
satisfaction were not significant. For the relationship between conflict avoidance and 
family satisfaction, only when there is low conformity does it have an effect on the 
relationship; however, when conformity is moderate to high, it does not influence the 
relationship between conflict avoidance and family satisfaction.  
Conflict Avoidance è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.04) to moderate (-.11) levels of conformity, the 
relationships between conflict avoidance and life satisfaction were not significant. 
However, at high levels (-.27) of conformity, the association between conflict avoidance 
and life satisfaction was significant. When conformity was high, then there was a 
negative relationship between conflict avoidance and life satisfaction.  
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.24) to moderate (.16) levels of conformity, there 
were significant relationships between openness and self-worth. However, at high levels 
(.09) of conformity, the association between openness and self-worth was not significant. 
As conformity increases, the relationship between openness and self-worth decreases.  
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Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.28) to moderate (.17) levels of conformity, there 
were significant relationships between openness and ART. However, at high levels (.07) 
of conformity, the association between openness and ART was not significant. As 
conformity increases, the relationship between openness and ART decreases. 
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.31) to moderate (.20) levels of conformity, there 
were significant relationships between openness and family satisfaction. However, at 
high levels (.08) of conformity, the association between openness and family satisfaction 
was not significant. As conformity increases, the relationship between openness and 
family satisfaction decreases.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal èLife Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.27) levels of conformity, the relationship between 
openness and life satisfaction was significant. However, at moderate (.08) to high levels 
(-.11) of conformity, the association between openness and life satisfaction were not 
significant. When conformity is low, the relationship between openness and life 
satisfaction is stronger. However, as conformity increases it no longer has an effect on the 
relationship between openness and life satisfaction.  
Affection è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.19), moderate (.14), and high (.08) levels of 
conformity, the association between affection and self-worth was significant. As 
conformity increases, the relationship between affection and self-worth decreases.   
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Support è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.69), moderate (.63), and high (.57) levels of 
conformity, the association between support and ART was significant. Regardless of the 
strength of conformity, it increases the strength of the relationship between support and 
ART. 
Support è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.37), moderate (.29), and high (.21) levels of 
conformity, the association between support and self-worth was significant. In other 
words, as conformity increases, the strength of the relationship between support and self-
worth decreases.  
Humor: Constructive è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.57), moderate (.49), and high (.41) levels of 
conformity, the association between constructive humor and ART was significant. In 
other words, as conformity increases, the strength of the relationship between 
constructive humor and ART decreases. 
Humor: Constructive è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.24) to moderate (.15) levels of conformity, there 
were significant relationships between constructive humor and self-worth. However, at 
high levels (.06) of conformity, the association between humor and self-worth was not 
significant. Conformity only plays a role in the relationship between constructive humor 
and self-worth at low to moderate levels.  
Humor: Destructive è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (-.18) to moderate (-.09) levels of conformity, there 
were significant relationships between destructive humor and life satisfaction. However, 
  193 
at high levels (.01) of conformity, the association between humor and life satisfaction 
was not significant. Overall, conformity mitigates the relationship between destructive 
humor and life satisfaction at low to moderate levels but not at high levels.  
Family Time è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.59), moderate (.53), and high (.48) levels of 
conformity, the association between family time and ART was significant. Conformity as 
any level exacerbates the relationship between family time and ART. 
Family Time è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.35), moderate (.27), and high (.19) levels of 
conformity, the association between family time and self-worth was significant. As 
conformity increases, the strength of the relationship between family time and self-worth 
diminishes.  
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Closeness as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 The final relational ideology component is closeness—although often considered 
an outcome variable in family communication, closeness in families is so entwined in the 
communicative process of families that it makes more sense to include it as part of that 
process rather than as an outcome of that process. Multiple regression models were run in 
Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS, with each communication process component 
outlined in chapter 8 entered as an independent variable in conjunction with each of the 
four outcome variables. Each PROCESS model tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 2013) 
included closeness as a moderator, one communication component, and one outcome 
variable, for a total of 44 PROCESS models. There were a total of 13 significant models, 
and the results of those analyses are outlined below. For each of the significant 
interaction effects, coefficients between the independent and dependent variables were 
examined at three levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD) to decompose the interaction 
effects. 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 586) = 61.26, p < .001, R2 = .24, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .08, t(586)= 3.00, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.31), moderate (.41), and high (.51) levels of closeness, the association between 
discipline and life satisfaction was significant. As closeness increases, the strength of the 
relationship between discipline and life satisfaction also increases.  
Conflict Avoidance è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 576) = 159.81, p < .001, R2 = .45, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.06, t(576) = -2.72, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.21) to moderate (.12) levels of closeness, there were significant relationships between 
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conflict avoidance and family satisfaction. However, at high levels (.04) of closeness, the 
association between conflict avoidance and family satisfaction was not significant. In 
other words, when closeness is high, it fails to have a significant impact on the 
relationship between conflict avoidance and family satisfaction. 
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 583) = 48.40, p < .001, R2 = .20, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .08, t(583)= 3.27, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.12), moderate (.23), and high (.34) levels of closeness, the association between 
openness and life satisfaction was significant. As closeness increases, the strength of the 
relationship between openness and life satisfaction also increases.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 5835) = 121.96, p < .001, R2 = .38, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .05, t(585) = 2.83, p < .01. Results indicate that at low (-
.01) levels of closeness, the relationship between openness and ART was not significant. 
However, at moderate (.06) to high levels (.13) of closeness, the associations between 
openness and ART were significant. In other words, closeness exacerbated the 
relationship between openness and ART at moderate to high levels.  
Affection è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 587) = 127.93, p < .001, R2 = .40, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.04, t(587)= -2.40, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.18), moderate (.13), and high (.07) levels of closeness, the association between affection 
and ART was significant. Contrary to many of the significant interaction effects 
concerning closeness, the relationship between affection and ART decreases as closeness 
increases.  
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Support è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 583) = 46.18, p < .001, R2 = .19, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .07, t(583) = 2.70, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.27), moderate (.36), and high (.45) levels of closeness, the association between support 
and life satisfaction was significant. As closeness increases, the strength of the 
relationship between support and life satisfaction also increases.  
Humor: Constructive è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 584) = 154.86, p < .001, R2 = .44, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.05, t(584) = -2.68, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.33), moderate (.26), and high (.20) levels of closeness, the association between 
constructive humor and ART was significant. As closeness increases, the strength of the 
relationship between constructive humor and ART becomes weaker. 
Humor: Constructive è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 583) = 37.45, p < .001, R2 = .16, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .06, t(583) = 2.31, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.11) levels of closeness, the relationship was not significant. However, at moderate (.19) 
to high levels (.27) of closeness, the associations between humor and life satisfaction 
were significant. Although closeness has an effect on the relationship between 
constructive humor and life satisfaction, it only has an effect when closeness is at or 
about the mean.  
Humor: Destructive è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 578) = 7185.78, p < .001, R2 = .49, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .05, t(578)= 2.96, p < .01. Results indicate that at low (-
.24), moderate (-.17), and high (-.11) levels of closeness, the association between 
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destructive humor and family satisfaction was significant. Ultimately, closeness mitigates 
the negative effect of destructive humor on family satisfaction. 
Humor: Destructive è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 585) = 33.36, p < .001, R2 = .15, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .05, t(585) = 2.14, p < .05. Results indicate that at low (-
.12) levels of closeness, the association between destructive humor and life satisfaction 
was significant. However, at moderate (-.06) to high levels (.01) of closeness, the 
associations between destructive humor and life satisfaction were not significant. Overall, 
when closeness is low it increases the relationship between destructive humor and life 
satisfaction; however, at moderate to high levels the effect is not significant.   
Storytelling è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 586) = 132.46, p < .001, R2 = .40, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.04, t(586)= -2.18, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.23), moderate (.18), and high (.13) levels of closeness, the association between 
storytelling and ART was significant. As closeness increases, the strength of the 
relationship between storytelling and ART also decreases. 
Storytelling è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 585) = 46.50, p < .001, R2 = .19, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .06, t(585) = 2.65, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.21), moderate (.29), and high (.38) levels of closeness, the association between 
storytelling and life satisfaction was significant. As closeness increases, the strength of 
the relationship between storytelling and life satisfaction also increases.  
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Family Time è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 586) = 159.47, p < .001, R2 = .45, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.07, t(586)= -4.24, p < .001. Results indicate that at low 
(.39), moderate (.30), and high (.20) levels of closeness, the association between family 
time and ART was significant. As closeness increases, the strength of the relationship 
between family time and ART also decreases. 
Proposition 3 
 The third proposition focuses on the role of compositional structures in the 
family. Specifically, I asked if kin networks, race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, 
geographic dispersion, and religion moderate the relationship between each of the 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes. The following sections 
detail the results of each of those sets of analyses, and underscore the importance of 
considering compositional factors when investigating family communication and its link 
to individual and relational well-being.  
Kin Networks as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 One aspect of compositional factors is kin networks. Kin networks are the extent 
to which families view additional individuals as part of who they consider to be family. 
PROCESS models were run in Hayes’ (2013) macro for SPSS, with each communication 
process component outlined in chapter 8 entered as an independent variable in 
conjunction with each of the four outcome variables. Using Model 1 in PROCESS 
(Hayes, 2013), I included kin networks as the moderator, one communication component, 
and one outcome variable, for a total of 44 PROCESS models. When investigating kin 
networks as a moderator of the relationship between communication processes and 
individual and relational outcomes, the following 10 models were significant. For each of 
  200 
the significant interaction effects, coefficients between the independent and dependent 
variables were examined at three levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD) to decompose 
the interaction effects. 
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Family Satisfaction 
 For openness and family satisfaction the overall model fit was significant, F(3, 
399) = 19.68, p < .001, R2 = .13, with a significant interaction effect b = -.10, t(399)= -
2.12, p < .05. Results indicate that at low (.28), moderate (.20), and high (.11) levels of 
kin networks, there was a significant relationship between openness and family 
satisfaction. As the feeling that extended family members are part of one’s family 
increases, the strength of the relationship between openness and family satisfaction 
decreases.  
Family Time è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 399) = 107, p < .001, R2 = .45, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .08, t(399) = 2.26, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.52), moderate (.59), and high (.66) levels of kin networks, there was a significant 
relationship between family time and family satisfaction. As the feeling that extended 
family members are part of one’s family increases, the strength of the relationship 
between family time and family satisfaction increases.  
Conflict Avoidance è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 404) = 7.78, p < .001, R2 = .055, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.16, t(404)= -2.58, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.04) to moderate (-.09) levels of kin networks, there were not significant relationships 
between conflict avoidance and life satisfaction. However, at high levels (-.23) of kin 
networks, the association between conflict avoidance and life satisfaction was significant. 
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When individuals feel strongly that their extended family members are part of the family, 
then it changes the nature of the relationship between conflict avoidance and life 
satisfaction.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 405) = 5.34, p < .001, R2 = .04, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.13, t(405) = -2.24, p < .05. Results indicate that at 
lower levels of kin networks, the association between openness and life satisfaction was 
significant (.14). However, at moderate (.04) and high levels (-.07) of kin networks, the 
association between openness and life satisfaction was not significant. When individuals 
do not feel a strong connection to their extended family members, kin networks increase 
the relationship between openness and life satisfaction. In other words, when individuals 
feel strongly that their extended family members are part of their family, it does not 
influence the relationship between openness and life satisfaction.  
Support è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 404) = 35.13, p < .001, R2 = .21, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .14, t(404)= 2.70, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.35), moderate (.46), and high (.58) levels of kin networks, there was a significant 
relationship between support and life satisfaction. Overall, as individuals feel a stronger 
connection to their extended family members, the relationship between support and life 
satisfaction increases.  
Humor: Constructive è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 403) = 23.36, p < .001, R2 = .15, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .19, t(403) = 3.55, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.22), moderate (.38), and high (.54) levels of kin networks, there was a significant 
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relationship between constructive humor and life satisfaction. Overall, as individuals feel 
a stronger connection to their extended family members, the relationship between 
constructive humor and life satisfaction increases.  
Storytelling è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 405) = 37.35, p < .001, R2 = .22, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .15, t(405)= 2.83, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(.34), moderate (.46), and high (.58) levels of kin networks, there was a significant 
relationship between storytelling and life satisfaction. Overall, as individuals feel a 
stronger connection to their extended family members, the relationship between 
storytelling and life satisfaction increases.  
Family Time è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 405) = 29.62, p < .001, R2 = .18, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .10, t(405) = 2.01, p < .05. Results indicate that at low 
(.34), moderate (.43), and high (.52) levels of kin networks, there was a significant 
relationship between family time and life satisfaction. Overall, as individuals feel a 
stronger connection to their extended family members, the relationship between family 
time and life satisfaction increases.  
Affection è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 403) = 16, p < .001, R2 = .11, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .09, t(403)= 2.64, p < .01. Results indicate that at lower 
levels of kin networks, there was not a significant relationship (.08) between affection 
and self-worth. However, at moderate (.16) and high levels (.24) of kin networks, the 
associations between affection and self-worth were significant. When individuals do not 
feel a strong connection to their extended family members, it has no influence on the 
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relationship between affection and self-worth; however, as a connection to other family 
members increases, so to does the relationship between affection and self-worth.  
Humor: Destructive è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 402) = 26.51, p < .001, R2 = .17, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.10, t(402)= -2.95, p < .01. Results indicate that at low 
(-.13), moderate (-.22), and high (-.31) levels of kin networks, there was a significant 
relationship between destructive humor and self-worth. Overall, as individuals feel a 
stronger connection to their extended family members, the nature of the relationship 
between destructive humor and self-worth changes, such that as kin networks increase, 
the relationship between destructive humor and self-worth decreases.  
Race/Ethnicity as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 Proposition 3 is that compositional structures will moderate the relationship 
between communication processes and individual and relational outcomes. One key 
aspect of compositional factors is race/ethnicity. Despite the overwhelming number of 
mentions in the limitation section of studies that suggest seeking more diverse samples, 
for the most part family communication research has ignored the potential differences in 
how communication functions based on racial/ethnic background. Consequently, one of 
the goals of proposition 3 is to determine if there are group differences when looking at 
the relationship between communication processes and individual and relational well-
being. A total of 44 PROCESS models using Model 1 (Hayes, 2013) and the categorical 
moderator option were run to investigate these potential differences. Table 9.20 below 
includes model summary information, and b weights, t values, for each significant 
interaction, for a total of 19 models. I am only interested in the moderating effect, and 
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thus any model without a significant interaction is indicated with an NS (for not 
significant) in the table.  
Discipline: Growth & Guidance è  ART 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American. 
Specifically, that for the White participants the relationship between discipline: growth 
and guidance and ART (.24) was smaller than it was for the African American 
participants (.50).  
Discipline: Growth & Guidance è  Life Satisfaction 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are Hispanic and those who are African American. 
Specifically, that for the Hispanic participants the relationship between discipline: growth 
and guidance and life satisfaction (.64) was larger than it was for the African American 
participants (.39). 
Discipline: Growth & Guidance è  Self-worth 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are Hispanic and those who are African American. 
Specifically, that for the Hispanic participants the relationship between discipline: growth 
and guidance and self-worth (.39) was larger than it was for the African American 
participants (.15). 
Conflict Avoidance è  Family Satisfaction 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American. 
Specifically, that for the White participants the relationship between conflict avoidance 
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and family satisfaction (.31) was larger than it was for the African American participants 
(-.06). 
Conflict Avoidance è  Life Satisfaction 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American. 
Specifically, that for the White participants the relationship between conflict avoidance 
and life satisfaction (.11) was smaller and in the opposite direction than it was for the 
African American participants (-.30). 
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Life Satisfaction 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American. 
Specifically, for the White participants the relationship between openness and life 
satisfaction (.19) was smaller than it was for the African American participants (.39). 
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Family Satisfaction 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American. 
Specifically, that for the White participants the relationship between openness and family 
satisfaction (.35) was larger than it was for the African American participants (.06). 
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Self-worth 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are Asian and those who are African American. 
Specifically, that for the Asian participants the relationship between openness and self-
worth (-.07) was smaller than it was for the African American participants (.22). 
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Affection è  ART 
 An investigation of the two interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American and those 
who are Asian and those who are African American. Specifically, that for the White 
participants the relationship between affection and ART (.20) was smaller than it was for 
the African American participants (.41). In addition, for the Asian participants the 
relationship between affection and ART (.22) was smaller than it was for the African 
American participants (.41). 
Support è  ART 
 An investigation of the two interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
differences between those who are White and those who are African American and those 
who are Hispanic and those who are African American. Specifically, for the White 
participants the relationship between support and ART (.43) was smaller than it was for 
the African American participants (.69). In addition, for the Hispanic participants the 
relationship between support and ART (.53) was smaller than it was for the African 
American participants (.69). 
Support è  Life Satisfaction 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are Hispanic and those who are African American. 
Specifically, for the Hispanic participants the relationship between support and life 
satisfaction (.52) was larger than it was for the African American participants (.29). 
Support è  Self-worth 
 An investigation of the two interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American, and those 
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who are Hispanic and those who are African American. Specifically, for the White 
participants the relationship between support and self-worth (.40) was larger than it was 
for the African American participants (.17). In addition, for the Hispanic participants the 
relationship between support and self-worth (.37) was larger than it was for the African 
American participants (.17). 
Humor: Constructive è  ART 
 An investigation of the two interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American and those 
who are Asian and those who are African American. Specifically, for the White 
participants the relationship between constructive humor and ART (.37) was smaller than 
it was for the African American participants (.64). In addition, for the Asian participants 
the relationship between constructive humor and ART (.29) was smaller than it was for 
the African American participants (.64). 
Humor: Constructive è  Self-worth 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American. 
Specifically, for the White participants the relationship between constructive humor and 
self-worth (.28) was larger than it was for the African American participants (.03). 
Humor: Destructive è  ART 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
differences between those who are White and those who are African American. 
Specifically, for the White participants the relationship between destructive humor and 
ART (-.04) was larger than it was for the African American participants (-.19). 
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Storytelling è  ART 
 An investigation of the two interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American and those 
who are Hispanic and those who are African American. Specifically, for the White 
participants the relationship between storytelling and ART (.27) was smaller than it was 
for the African American participants (.57). In addition, for the Hispanic participants the 
relationship between humor and ART (.40) was smaller than it was for the African 
American participants (.57). 
Storytelling è  Life Satisfaction 
 An investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant 
difference between those who are Hispanic and those who are African American. 
Specifically, for the Hispanic participants the relationship between storytelling and life 
satisfaction (.57) was larger than it was for the African American participants (.31). 
Storytelling è  Self-worth 
 An investigation of the two interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American and those 
who are Hispanic and those who are African American. Specifically, for the White 
participants the relationship between storytelling and self-worth (.33) was larger than it 
was for the African American participants (.12). In addition, for the Hispanic participants 
the relationship between storytelling and self-worth (.37) was larger than it was for the 
African American participants (.12). 
Family Time è  ART 
 An investigation of the two interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
difference between those who are White and those who are African American and those 
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who are Hispanic and those who are African American. Specifically, for the White 
participants the relationship between family time and ART (.33) was smaller than it was 
for the African American participants (.66). In addition, for the Hispanic participants the 
relationship between family time and ART (.47) was smaller than it was for the African 
American participants (.66). 
  210 	  
  211 
Socioeconomic Status as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 One component of proposition 3 is socioeconomic status, and thus the potential 
moderating effect of SES. Multiple regression models were run in Hayes’ (2013) 
PROCESS macro for SPSS, with each communication process component outlined in 
chapter 8 entered as an independent variable in conjunction with each of the four 
outcome variables. Each PROCESS model tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 2013) included 
SES as a moderator, for a total of 44 PROCESS models. The following section includes 
information on each of the 15 models that included a significant interaction effect. 
Dummy codes were used to investigate differences based on SES group. SES was 
assessed based on the participant’s caretaker’s highest level of education5. Options 
included: some high school, a high school diploma or GED, some college, an associates 
degree, a bachelors degree, a masters degree, or a doctorate or professional degree.  
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 581) = 14.37, p < .001, R2 = .24, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .33, t(581)= 1.97, p < .05 (dummy code 4). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those with a bachelor’s degree and those with some high school. Specifically, 
for those with a bachelor’s degree the relationship between discipline and life satisfaction 
(.59) was larger than it was for those with only some high school (.27). 
 
																																																								
5  Some high school was the group coded zero, was thus the comparison group for all dummy codes. 
DC1=Dummy code 1. DC2= Dummy code 2. DC3= Dummy code 3. DC4=Dummy code 4. DC5=Dummy 
code 5. DC6=Dummy code 6. Dummy code 1 compares the group with a high school diploma to those with 
only some high school. Dummy code 2 compares those with some college to those with some high school. 
Dummy code 3 compares the group with an associate’s degree to those with some high school. Dummy 4 
compares those with a bachelor’s degree to those with some high school. Dummy code 5 compares those 
with a master’s degree to those with some high school. Dummy code 6 compares those with a doctorate or 
professional degree to those with some high school.  
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Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 573) = 2.89, p < .001, R2 = .06, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .54, t(573)= 2.36, p < .05 (Dummy code 6). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those with a doctorate degree and those with some high school. Specifically, for 
those with a doctorate the relationship between openness and self-worth (.38) was larger 
and in the opposite direction compared to those with only some high school (-.16). 
Affection è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 574) = 19.32, p < .001, R2 = .30, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .37, t(574) = 2.17, p < .05 (dummy code 6). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those with a doctorate degree and those with some high school. Specifically, for 
those with a doctorate the relationship between affection and family satisfaction (.60) was 
larger than it was for those with only some high school (.23). 
Support è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 571) = 53.39, p < .001, R2 = .55, with 
significant interaction effects for b = .32, t(571)= 2.45, p < .05 (dummy code 1), b = .33, 
t(571)= 2.39, p < .05 (dummy code 3), and b = .32, t(571)= 2.44, p < .05 (dummy code 
4). An investigation of the interaction effects revealed significant differences between the 
comparison group (some high school) and high school diploma, associates, and 
bachelors. In particular the relationship between support and family satisfaction was 
smaller for those with some high school (.45) in comparison to those with a high school 
diploma (.77), those with an associate’s degree (.78), and those with a bachelor’s degree 
(.77). 
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Support è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 578) = 11.72, p < .001, R2 = .21, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .51, t(578)= 2.73, p < .01 (dummy code 1), b = .44, 
t(578)= 2.22, p < .05 (dummy code 3), b = .55, t(578)= 2.99, p < .01 (dummy code 4), 
and b = .52, t(578)= 2.38, p < .05 (dummy code 6). An investigation of the interaction 
effects revealed significant differences between the comparison group (some high school) 
and high school diploma, associates, bachelors, or doctorate. In particular the relationship 
between support and life satisfaction was smaller for those with some high school (.02) in 
comparison to those with a high school diploma (.53), those with an associate’s degree 
(.46), those with a bachelor’s degree (.57), and those with a doctorate (.54). 
Support è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 572) = 8.27, p < .001, R2 = .16, with 
significant interaction effects for b = .36, t(572)= 2.24, p < .05 (dummy code 1), and b = 
.40, t(572)= 2.51, p < .05 (dummy code 4). An investigation of the interaction effects 
revealed significant differences between the comparison group (some high school), high 
school diploma, and bachelors. In particular the relationship between family support and 
self-worth was smaller for those with some high school (.12) in comparison to those with 
a high school diploma (.48), and those with a bachelor’s degree (.52). 
Humor: Constructive è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 577) = 7.77, p < .001, R2 = .15, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .79, t(577)= 3.12, p < .01 (dummy code 1), b = .62, 
t(577)= 2.59, p < .01 (dummy code 4), b = .55, t(577)= 2.14, p < .05 (dummy code 5), 
and b = .67, t(577)= 2.38, p < .05 (dummy code 6). An investigation of the interaction 
effects revealed significant differences between the comparison group (some high school) 
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and high school diploma, bachelors, masters, or doctorate. In particular, the relationship 
between humor and life satisfaction was smaller for those with some high school (-.23) in 
comparison to those with a high school diploma (.55), those with a bachelor’s degree 
(.38), those with a masters (.31), and those with a doctorate (.43). 
Humor: Constructive è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 571) = 3.43, p < .001, R2 = .07, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .44, t(571)= 2.00, p < .05 (dummy code 1). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those with a high school diploma and those with some high school. Specifically, 
for those with high school diploma the relationship between humor and self-worth (.42) 
was larger than it was for those with only some high school (-.02). 
Humor: Destructive è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 580) = 3.94, p < .001, R2 = .08, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .33, t(580) = 2.01, p < .05 (dummy code 2). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those with some college and those with some high school. Specifically, for those 
with some college the relationship between destructive humor and ART (-.06) was 
mitigated compared to those with only some high school (-.39). 
Storytelling è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 580) = 15.78, p < .001, R2 = .26, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .33, t(580)= 2.09, p < .05 (dummy code 3). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those with an associate’s degree and those with some high school. Specifically, 
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for those with an associate’s degree the relationship between storytelling and ART (.67) 
was larger than it was for those with only some high school (.35). 
Storytelling è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 572) = 20.87, p < .001, R2 = .32, with 
significant interaction effects for b = .38, t(572)= 2.51, p < .05 (dummy code 1), b = .31, 
t(572)= 2.17, p < .05 (dummy code 2), b = .47, t(572)= 2.90, p < .01 (dummy code 3), b = 
.32, t(572)= 2.17, p < .05 (dummy code 4), b = .36, t(572)= 2.17, p < .05 (dummy code 
5), and b = .41, t(572)= 2.32, p < .05 (dummy code 6). An investigation of the interaction 
effect revealed that there were significant differences between the reference group (some 
high school) and all of the other groups (i.e., high school diploma, some college, 
associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, and doctorate degree). The 
differences were such that for those with a high school diploma (.60), some college (.53), 
associate’s degree (.69), bachelor’s degree (.54), master’s degree (.58), and doctorate 
degree (.63) the relationship between storytelling and family satisfaction was larger than 
it was for those with only some high school (.22).   
Storytelling è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 579) = 11.28, p < .001, R2 = .20, with 
significant interaction effects for b = .44, t(579)= 2.29, p < .05 (dummy code 3), and b = 
.61, t(579)= 3.48, p < .001 (dummy code 4). An investigation of the interaction effect 
revealed that there were significant differences between those with an associate’s degree 
and those with some high school, and those with a bachelor’s degree and some high 
school. Specifically, the relationship between storytelling and life satisfaction was larger 
for those with an associates (.51) and those with a bachelors (.68) compares to those with 
some high school (.07). 
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Storytelling è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 573) = 5.97, p < .001, R2 = .12, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .32, t(573) = 2.03, p < .05. An investigation of the 
interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference between those with a 
high school diploma and those with some high school. Specifically, for those with a high 
school diploma the relationship between storytelling and self-worth (.43) was larger than 
it was for those with only some high school (.11). 
Family Time è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 579) = 9.81, p < .001, R2 = .18, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .44, t(579)= 2.29, p < .05 (dummy code 4), and b = .58, 
t(579)= 2.28, p < .05 (dummy code 6).  An investigation of the interaction effects 
revealed that there was a significant difference between those with a bachelor’s degree 
and those with some high school. Specifically, for those with a bachelor’s degree the 
relationship between family time and life satisfaction (.48) was larger than it was for 
those with only some high school (.04). In addition, there was also a significant 
difference between those with a doctorate and those with some high school, such that 
those with a doctorate had a greater relationship (.62) than those with some high school 
(.04).  
Family Time è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(13, 573) = 7.03, p < .001, R2 = .14, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .41, t(573) = 2.42, p < .05 (dummy code 1). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those with a high school diploma and those with some high school. Specifically, 
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for those with a high school diploma the relationship between family time and self-worth 
(.52) was larger than it was for those with only some high school (.11). 
Geographic Dispersion as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 Geographical dispersion is the extent to which family members are geographically 
close/distant from each other and is part of proposition 3, which suggests that 
compositional structures will moderate the relationship between communication 
processes and individual and relational outcomes. Thus, in order to assess the extent to 
which geographic dispersion moderates this association, 44 PROCESS (Hayes, 2013) 
models were run with each communication process component outlined in chapter 8 
entered as an independent variable in conjunction with each of the four outcome 
variables. Model 1 (Hayes, 2013) includes an option for using a categorical variable as 
the moderator. A total of 12 models included significant interaction terms. Below 
includes summaries of each of the 16 models. 
Discipline: Structure & Rules è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 586) = 4.23, p < .001, R2 = .05, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .76, t(586)= 4.08, p < .001 (dummy code 3). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different countries and those who all live close. Specifically, 
for those who lived in different countries the relationship between discipline and ART 
(.80) was larger than it was for those who lived close (.04). 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 587) = 21.45, p < .001, R2 = .20, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .25, t(587)= 2.68, p < .01 (dummy code 2). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
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between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who all live close. 
Specifically, for those who lived in different parts of the country the relationship between 
discipline and ART (.59) was larger than it was for those who lived close (.34). 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 586) = 23.80, p < .001, R2 = .22, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.29, t(586) = -2.55, p < .05 (dummy code 2). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who all live close. 
Specifically, for those who lived in different parts of the country the relationship between 
discipline and life satisfaction (.31) was smaller than it was for those who lived close 
(.61). 
Affection è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 587) = 26.74, p < .001, R2 = .24, with 
significant interaction effects for b = .14, t(587)= 2.40, p < .05 (dummy code 1), b = .22, 
t(587)= 3.28, p < .01 (dummy code 2), and b = .37, t(587)= 3.64, p < .001 (dummy code 
3). An investigation of the interaction effects between each of the groups (i.e., lived a few 
hours drive, lived in different parts of the country, lived in different countries) and the 
comparison group (lived close) revealed that all three interactions were significant. 
Specifically, the relationship between affection and ART was smaller for those who lived 
close (.19) compared to those who lived a few hours away (.33), those who lived in 
different parts of the country (.41), and those who lived in different countries (.56). 
Affection è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 586) = 14.71, p < .001, R2 = .15, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.17, t(586) = -2.05, p < .05 (dummy code 2). An 
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investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who all lived close. 
Specifically, for those who lived in different parts of the country the relationship between 
affection and life satisfaction (.20) was smaller than it was for those who lived close 
(.38). 
Affection è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 580) = 6.51, p < .001, R2 = .07, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.16, t(580)= -2.12, p < .05 (dummy code 2). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who all lived close. 
Specifically, for those who lived in different parts of the country the relationship between 
affection and self-worth (.06) was smaller than it was for those who lived close (.21). 
Support è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 584) = 75.98, p < .001, R2 = .48, with 
significant interaction effects for b = .15, t(584) = 2.08, p < .05 (dummy code 2), and b = 
.35, t(584) = 2.78, p < .01 (dummy code 3). An investigation of the interaction effects 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and lived in different countries 
in comparison to those who lived close revealed significant differences. Specifically, the 
relationship between support and ART was smaller for those who lived close (.55) 
compared to those who lived in different parts of the country (.70), and those who lived 
in different countries (.89). 
Support è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 583) = 18.57, p < .001, R2 = .18, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.26, t(583)= -2.42, p < .05 (dummy code 2). An 
  220 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who all lived close. 
Specifically, for those who lived in different parts of the country the relationship between 
support and life satisfaction (.32) was smaller than it was for those who lived close (.58). 
Humor: Constructive è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 583) = 36.60, p < .001, R2 = .31, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .36, t(583) = 4.17, p < .001 (dummy code 2). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who all lived close. 
Specifically, for those who lived in different parts of the country the relationship between 
constructive humor and ART (.69) was larger than it was for those who lived close (.34). 
Humor: Constructive è  Family Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 575) = 29.01, p < .001, R2 = .26, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .19, t(575)= 1.97, p < .05 (dummy code 2). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who all lived close. 
Specifically, for those who lived in different parts of the country the relationship between 
constructive humor and family satisfaction (.61) was larger than it was for those who 
lived close (.43). 
Storytelling è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 585) = 27.52, p < .001, R2 = .25, with 
significant interaction effects for b = .31, t(585)= 3.36, p < .001 (dummy code 2), and b = 
.35, t(585)= 2.58, p < .05 (dummy code 3). An investigation of the interaction effects 
between those who lived in different parts of the country and those who lived in different 
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countries in comparison to those who lived close revealed significant differences. 
Specifically, the relationship between storytelling and ART was smaller for those who 
lived close (.34) compared to those who lived in different parts of the country (.64), and 
those who lived in different countries (.69). 
Family Time è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(7, 585) = 49.17, p < .001, R2 = .37, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .31, t(585) = 2.68, p < .01 (dummy code 3). An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those who lived in different countries and those who all lived close. Specifically, 
for those who lived in different countries the relationship between family time and ART 
(.74) was larger than it was for those who lived close (.44). 
Religion as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 Proposition 3 suggests that compositional structures will moderate the 
relationship between communication processes and individual and relational outcomes. 
One aspect of compositional factors is religious importance. Multiple regression models 
were run in Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS, with each communication process 
component outlined in chapter 8 entered as an independent variable in conjunction with 
each of the four outcome variables. Each PROCESS model tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 
2013) included religion as a moderator, one communication component, and one outcome 
variable, for a total of 44 PROCESS models. The table below includes b weights, t 
values, and significance for each model that included a significant interaction. As the 
proposition is only interested in the moderating effect, any model without a significant 
interaction is indicated with an NS (for not significant) in the table.  
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 When investigating religion as a moderator of the relationship between 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes, only two models 
demonstrated significant interactions: Discipline: Structure & Rules è Life Satisfaction, 
and Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è Self-worth  
Discipline: Structure & Rules è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 590) = 7.08, p < .001, R2 = .035, with a 
significant interaction effect b = -.05, t(590)= -2.43, p < .05. To decompose the 
interaction, coefficients between the independent and dependent variables were examined 
at three levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD). Results indicate that at lower levels of 
religious importance, there was a significant relationship (.13) between discipline and life 
satisfaction. However, at moderate (.03) and high levels (-.07) of religious importance, 
the association between discipline and life satisfaction was not significant. Specifically, 
when religion is not an important component of the family then the strength of the 
relationship between discipline and life satisfaction is stronger. However, as religious 
importance increases, it no longer has an effect on the relationship between discipline and 
life satisfaction.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(3, 583) = 17.38, p < .001, R2 = .08, with a 
significant interaction effect b = .04, t(583) = 2.05, p < .05. To decompose the 
interaction, coefficients between the independent and dependent variables were examined 
at three levels of the moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD). Results indicate that at lower levels of 
religious importance, the association between openness and self worth was not significant 
(.05). However, at moderate (.13) and high levels (.20) of religious importance, the 
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association between openness and self-worth was significant. When religion is important 
in the family, the strength of the relationship between openness and self-worth increases.  
Proposition 3 Summary 
 Taken as a whole, there are clear indications that compositional structures have an 
impact the relationship between communication processes and discourses and individual 
and relational outcomes. Consequently, there is partial support for proposition three, as 
there were several associations that were not significant. Given that these compositional 
factors may be so integral to the family system, it is also important to examine the extent 
to which an individual’s identification with their family may impact how communication 
functions.  
Proposition 4 
 Proposition 4 is that family identification plays a moderating role in family 
identity. Before testing the moderating properties of family identification, it is important 
to determine the extent to which family identification is related to the four outcome 
variables, and given the nature of the study—to determine if those relationships differ 
based on the sample. Thus, the following tables include means, standard deviations, and 
correlations for family identification and the outcome variables across the whole sample 
and the subsamples.  
Family Identification 
 An investigation of the role of family identification reveals almost no variation 
across racial/ethnic groups. Although the strength of the relationship varies slightly 
across groups, for all racial/ethnic groups the relationship between family identification 
and each of the outcomes was significant and positive. Clearly the extent to which 
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individuals perceive that they are part of their family is positively related to individual 
and relational well-being regardless of racial/ethnic background.  
Table 9.21: Correlations for Outcome and Family Identification for the Whole Sample 
Variables 2. 3. 4. 5. 
1. ISS_FAM .33** .30** .70** .58** 
2. LSAT 1 .54** .51** .30** 
3. SELFWORTH  1 .46** .30** 
4. FAMSAT   1 .66** 
5. ART    1 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 
0.05 level (2-tailed). ISS-FAM=Family Identification, LSAT=Life Satisfaction, 
SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational 
Trajectories. 
 
Table 9.22: Correlations for Outcome and Family Identification for the White Subsample 
 Variables 2. 3. 4. 5. 
1. ISS_FAM .29** .30** .67** .49** 
2. LSAT 1 .62** .44** .27** 
3. SELFWORTH  1 .48** .34** 
4. FAMSAT   1 .60** 
5. ART    1 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). ISS-FAM=Family Identification, LSAT=Life Satisfaction, 
SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational 
Trajectories. 
 
Table 9.23: Correlations for Outcome and Family Identification for the African American Subsample 
Variables 2. 3. 4. 5. 
1. ISS_FAM .31** .34** .69** .62** 
2. LSAT 1 .41** .48** .27** 
3. SELFWORTH  1 .38** .25** 
4. FAMSAT   1 .74** 
5. ART    1 
Note: **. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). ISS-FAM=Family Identification, 
LSAT=Life Satisfaction, SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, 
ART=Anticipated Relational Trajectories. 	  
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Table 9.24: Correlations for Outcome and Family Identification for the Asian Subsample 
Variables 2. 3. 4. 5. 
1. ISS_FAM .38** .30** .69** .68** 
2. LSAT 1 .57** .57** .21* 
3. SELFWORTH  1 .42** .23* 
4. FAMSAT   1 .64** 
5. ART    1 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). ISS-FAM=Family Identification, LSAT=Life Satisfaction, 
SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational 
Trajectories. 
 
Table 9.25: Correlations for Outcome and Family Identification for the Hispanic Subsample 
Variable 2. 3. 4. 5. 
1. ISS_FAM .35** .26** .77** .60** 
2. LSAT 1 .64** .53** .21* 
3. SELFWORTH   1 .51** .30** 
4. FAMSAT     1 .58** 
5. ART       1 
Note: *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). **. Correlation is significant at the 
0.01 level (2-tailed). ISS-FAM=Family Identification, LSAT=Life Satisfaction, 
SELFWORTH=Self-worth, FAMSAT=Family Satisfaction, ART=Anticipated Relational 
Trajectories. 
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Family Identification as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 Given that the extent to which one identifies with their family identity may impact 
the relationship between communication processes and various outcomes, the goal of 
Proposition 4 was to investigate the potential moderating effect of family identification 
on the associations between the communication processes and the individual and 
relational outcome variables. Thus, family identification was used as the moderator in 
Model 1 of Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro. The end result was a set of 44 PROCESS 
models utilizing the communicative processes as the independent variable and four 
different outcome variables. There were a total of 19 significant models, and the results 
of those analyses are outlined below; however, the model summary statistics and 
coefficients for the interaction term are included in Table 9.26. I am only interested in the 
moderating effect, any model without a significant interaction is indicated with an NS (for 
not significant) in the table. For each of the significant interaction effects, coefficients 
between the independent and dependent variables were examined at three levels of the 
moderator (-1 SD, M, +1SD) to decompose the interaction effects. 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.27) to moderate (.15) levels of family identification, 
there were significant relationships between discipline and ART. However, at high levels 
(-.07) of family identification, the association between discipline and ARTS was not 
significant. As family identification increases, the strength of the relationship between 
discipline and ART decreases.  
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.39), moderate (.31), and high (.24) levels of family 
identification, the associations between discipline and family satisfaction were 
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significant. As family identification increases, the strength of the relationship between 
discipline and family satisfaction decreases. 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.35), moderate (.44), and high (.52) levels of family 
identification, the association between discipline and life satisfaction was significant. 
Contrary to ART and family satisfaction, as family identification increases the strength of 
the relationship between discipline and life satisfaction also increases.  
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.13), moderate (.21), and high (.30) levels of family 
identification, the association between discipline and self-worth was significant (.05). 
Similar to the relationship between discipline and life satisfaction, as individuals feel 
more like they are part of their family, the association between discipline and self-worth 
increases in strength.  
Openness: Talk about Anything è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.20) to moderate (.09) levels of family identification, 
there were significant relationships between openness and ART. However, at high levels 
(-.02) of family identification, the association between openness and ART was not 
significant. As family identification increases, the strength of the relationship between 
openness and ART decreases. This appears to be a trend among the relationship between 
various communication processes and the outcome variables.  
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.34), moderate (.22), and high (.10) levels of family 
identification, the association between openness and family satisfaction were significant. 
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Thus, as family identification increases, the strength of the relationship between openness 
and family satisfaction decreases.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.01) levels of family identification, there was not a 
significant relationship between openness and ART. However, at moderate (.06) to high 
levels (.11) of family identification, the association between openness and ARTs was 
significant, such that as family identification increases the strength of the relationship 
between openness and ART also increases.  
Openness: Avoidance of the Personal è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.00) levels of family identification, there was not a 
significant relationship between openness and self-worth. However, at moderate (.08) to 
high levels (.16) of family identification, the association between openness and self-
worth was significant. When considering the relationship between openness and self-
worth, the strength of the relationship increases as individuals feel a stronger sense of 
identification with their family.    
Affection è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.30) to moderate (.16) levels of family identification, 
there were significant relationships affection and ART. However, at high levels (.02) of 
family identification, the association between affection and ART was not significant. As 
family identification increases, the strength of the relationship between affection and 
ART decreases. 
Affection è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.25), moderate (.18), and high (.11) levels of family 
identification, the association between affection and family satisfaction was significant. 
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As family identification increases, the strength of the relationship between affection and 
family satisfaction decreases. 
Support è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.51), moderate (.40), and high (.29) levels of family 
identification, the association between support and ART was significant. As family 
identification increases, the strength of the relationship between support and ART 
decreases. 
Support è  Life Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.32), moderate (.40), and high (.48) levels of family 
identification, the association between support and life satisfaction was significant. When 
individuals feel a stronger sense of identification with their family, then the relationship 
between support and life satisfaction increases.  
Support è  Self-worth 
 Results indicate that at low (.18), moderate (.26), and high (.34) levels of family 
identification, the association between support and self-worth was significant. When 
individuals feel a stronger sense of identification with their family, then the relationship 
between support and self-worth increases. 
Humor: Constructive è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.40), moderate (.28), and high (.16) levels of family 
identification, the association between constructive humor and ARTs was significant. For 
individuals who do not feel a strong sense of identification with their family, the 
association between constructive humor and ART is stronger than it is for those who feel 
a strong sense of identification with their family.  
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Humor: Destructiveè  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (-.19), moderate (-.13), and high (-.07) levels of 
family identification, the association between destructive humor and family satisfaction 
was significant. When considering the relationship between destructive humor and family 
satisfaction, when family identification is low, destructive humor has a stronger negative 
effect on family satisfaction.  
Storytelling è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.35) to moderate (.20) levels of family identification, 
the association between storytelling and ART was significant. However, at high levels 
(.06) of family identification, the association between storytelling and ART was not 
significant. For individuals who do not strongly identify with their family, storytelling 
behaviors are an important component in predicting ART; however, as identification 
increases storytelling is not as strong of a predictor of ART.  
Storytelling è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.32), moderate (.26), and high (.20) levels of family 
identification, the association between storytelling and family satisfaction was 
significant. As family identification increases, the relationship between storytelling and 
family satisfaction decreases, such that for individual’s with a weaker sense of family 
identification storytelling has a stronger relationship with family satisfaction compared to 
those with a high level of identification.  
Family Time è  ART 
 Results indicate that at low (.43), moderate (.28), and high (.14) levels of family 
identification, the association between family time and ART was significant. As family 
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identification increases, the strength of the relationship between family time and ART 
decreases. 
Family Time è  Family Satisfaction 
 Results indicate that at low (.37), moderate (.33), and high (.28) levels of family 
identification, the association between family time and ART was significant. As family 
identification increases, the strength of the relationship between family time and family 
satisfaction decreases.
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Research Question 1 
Life Stressors as a Moderator of Communication Processes and Outcomes 
 The goal of Research Question 1 was to investigate what life stressors participants 
report, and if the relationship between communicative processes and individual and 
relational outcomes varies as a function of type of life stressor. Multiple regression 
models were run in Hayes’ (2013) PROCESS macro for SPSS. Each PROCESS model 
tested using Model 1 (Hayes, 2013) included life stressors as a multicategorical 
moderator (i.e., nine dummy codes), one communication component, and one outcome 
variable, for a total of 44 PROCESS models. There were a total of 13 significant models, 
and the results of those analyses are outlined below. Dummy codes were used to 
investigate differences based on type of family stressor. Participants’ reports of family 
stressor were coded into 10 categories; divorce, health issues, death, conflict, moving, 
finances, work/unemployment, and substance use.6 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 292) = 5.25, p < .001, R2 = .25, with a 
significant interaction effect for dummy code 2 b = .66, t(292)= 3.21, p < .01. An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 																																																								
6  Divorce was the group coded zero, and thus the comparison group for all dummy codes. DC1=Dummy 
code 1. DC2= Dummy code 2. DC3= Dummy code 3. DC4=Dummy code 4. DC5=Dummy code 5. 
DC6=Dummy code 6. DC7=Dummy code 7. DC8=Dummy code 8. DC9=Dummy code 9. Dummy code 1 
compares the group with a high school diploma to those with only some high school. Dummy code 2 
compares those who experienced divorce with those experienced health issues in the family. Dummy code 
2 compares those who experienced divorce with those who experienced the death of a family member. 
Dummy code 3 compares those from divorced families with those who reported family conflict as being a 
source of stress. Dummy code 4 compares individuals from divorced families with those from families who 
moved around. Dummy code 5 compares those from divorced families with those who experienced 
financial difficulties. Dummy code 6 compares those from families of divorce with those from families 
who experienced difficulties related to job loss or work. Dummy code 7 compared those from divorced 
families with those who reported school related family stressors. Dummy code 8 compares individuals from 
divorced families with those who either experienced some type of abuse or one of their family members 
was abused. Finally, dummy code 9 compares those from divorced families with individuals from families 
where at least one family member experienced substance abuse issues.   
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between those families who experienced death of a family member and for families who 
experienced divorce. Specifically, for the participants who experienced death the 
relationship between discipline and ART (.69) was larger than it was for the participants 
who experienced divorce (.02). 
Discipline: Guidance & Growth è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 287) = 17.38, p < .001, R2 = .17, with a 
significant interaction effect for dummy code 8 b = .60, t(287) = 2.20, p < .05. An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those families who experienced abuse of a family member and for families who 
experienced divorce. Specifically, for the participants who experienced abuse the 
relationship between discipline and self-worth (.87) was larger than it was for the 
participants who experienced divorce (.27). 
Openness: Talk about Anything è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 291) = 3.22, p < .001, R2 = .17, with  
significant interaction effects for dummy code 3 b = .69, t(291)= 2.65, p < .01, and 
dummy code 5 b = .49, t(291)= 2.12, p < .05.  An investigation of the interaction effects 
revealed that there were significant difference between the comparison group (i.e., 
families who experienced divorce), and families who experienced a lot of conflict, and 
families who had financial issues. Specifically, for the participants who experienced 
family conflict (.57) and financial issues (.36) the relationship between openness and life 
satisfaction was larger and in the opposite direction compared to participants who 
experienced divorce (-.13). 
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Affection è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 291) = 3.85, p < .001, R2 = .20, with a 
significant interaction effect for dummy code 3 b = .70, t(291) = 2.97, p < .01 and 
dummy code 8 b = .60, t(291) = 2.42, p < .05. An investigation of the interaction effects 
revealed that there were significant differences between the comparison group (i.e., 
families who experienced divorce), and families who experienced a lot of conflict, and 
families who experienced abuse. Specifically, for the participants who experienced 
family conflict (.60) and abuse (.50) the relationship between affection and life 
satisfaction was larger and in the opposite direction compare to participants who 
experienced divorce (-.10). 
Support è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 286) = 3.38, p < .001, R2 = .18, with a 
significant interaction effect for dummy code 8 b = .56, t(286)= 2.03, p < .05. An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those families who experienced abuse of a family member and for families who 
experienced divorce. Specifically, for the participants who experienced abuse the 
relationship between support and self-worth (.62) was larger than it was for the 
participants who experienced divorce (.07). 
Humor: Constructive è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 291) = 8.39, p < .001, R2 = .35, with a 
significant interaction effect for dummy code 2 b = .48, t(291) = 2.08, p < .05. An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those families who experienced death of a family member and for families who 
experienced divorce. Specifically, for the participants who experienced death the 
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relationship between humor and ART (.82) was larger than it was for the participants 
who experienced divorce (.33). 
Humor: Constructive è  Life Satisfaction  
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 290) = 2.89, p < .001, R2 = .16, with a 
significant interaction effect for dummy code 3 b = .78, t(290)= 2.24, p < .05. An 
investigation of the interaction effect revealed that there was a significant difference 
between those families who experienced a lot of conflict and for families who 
experienced divorce. Specifically, that for the participants who experienced conflict the 
relationship between humor and life satisfaction (.70) was larger and in the opposite 
direction compared to participants who experienced divorce (-.08). 
Humor: Constructive è  Self-worth  
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 286) = 2.40, p < .001, R2 = .14, with 
significant interaction effects for dummy code 7 b = .88, t(286) = 2.48, p < .05 and for 
dummy code 8 b = .71, t(286) = 2.34, p < .05. An investigation of the interaction effects 
revealed that there were significant differences between the comparison group (i.e., 
families who experienced divorce), and families who experienced school issues, and 
families who experienced abuse. Specifically, for the participants who experienced 
school issues (.69) and abuse (.52) the relationship between humor and self-worth was 
larger and in the opposite direction compared to participants who experienced divorce (-
.19). 
Storytelling è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 291) = 6.80, p < .001, R2 = .31, with 
significant interaction effects for dummy code 1 b = .49, t(291) = 2.06, p < .05, dummy 
code 2 b = .53, t(291) = 2.19, p < .05,  and for dummy code 8 b = .53, t(291) = 2.18, p < 
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.05. An investigation of the interaction effects revealed that there were significant 
differences between the comparison group (i.e., families who experienced divorce), and 
families who experienced a lot of health issues, families who experienced the death of a 
family member, and families who experienced abuse. Specifically, for the participants 
who experienced health issues (.58), death (.63), and abuse (.62) the relationship between 
family time and life satisfaction was larger than it was for the participants who 
experienced divorce (.10). 
Family Time è  ART 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 292) = 12.77, p < .001, R2 = .45, with 
significant interaction effects for dummy code 2 b = .46, t(292) = 2.70, p < .01, dummy 
code 3 b = .49, t(292) = 2.65, p < .01, and dummy code 8 b = .43, t(292) = 2.31, p < .05. 
An investigation of the interaction effects revealed that there were significant differences 
between the comparison group (i.e., families who experienced divorce), and families who 
experienced the death of a family member, families who experienced a lot of conflict, and 
families who experienced abuse. Specifically, for the participants who experienced the 
death of a family member (.72), family conflict (.75), and abuse (.69) the relationship 
between family time and ART was larger than it was for the participants who experienced 
divorce (.26). 
Family Time è  Life Satisfaction 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 291) = 3.64, p < .001, R2 = .19, with 
significant interaction effects for dummy code 3 b = .77, t(291) = 2.66, p < .01, dummy 
code 4 b = .85, t(291) = 2.48, p < .05, dummy code 5 b = .50, t(291) = 2.06, p < .05, and 
dummy code 8 b = .65, t(291) = 2.24, p < .05. An investigation of the interaction effects 
revealed that there were significant differences between the comparison group (i.e., 
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families who experienced divorce), and families who experienced a lot of conflict, 
families who moved around, families who had financial issues, and families who 
experienced abuse. Specifically, for the participants who experienced family conflict 
(.64), moving (.72), financial issues (.38), and abuse (.52) the relationship between family 
time and life satisfaction was larger and in the opposite direction compare to participants 
who experienced divorce (-.13). 
Family Time è  Self-worth 
 Overall model fit was significant, F(19, 287) = 3.00, p < .001, R2 = .17, with a 
significant interaction effect for dummy code 4 b = .59, t(287) = 1.98, p < .05, and for 
dummy code 8 b = .83, t(287) = 3.28, p < .01. An investigation of the interaction effects 
revealed that there were significant differences between the comparison group (i.e., 
families who experienced divorce), and families who moved around, and families who 
experienced abuse. Specifically, for the participants who experienced moving (.44), and 
abuse (.67) the relationship between family time and self-worth was larger and in the 
opposite direction compared to participants who experienced divorce (-.15). 
Chapter Summary 
 Propositions 1-4 and Research Question 1 address the importance of considering 
not only the communication processes that are related to individual and relational well-
being, but also how family identification, life stressors, compositional factors, and 
relational ideology moderate those relationships. Overall, the results of these analyses 
indicate that it is important to consider the role of these moderators in family identity, 
such that the relationship between communication processes and individual and relational 
outcomes does change as a function of these moderators. Consequently, incorporating 
this factors into our understanding of family identity is necessary for a more 
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comprehensive view of how family identity functions. The implications of these results 
are discussed in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER 10: GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 The central goal of this project was to develop a conceptual model of family 
identity and a corresponding inventory. The necessity of this projects comes from the 
needs to move beyond a two orientation framework of family identity (see Koener & 
Fitzpatrick, 2002c), to a more holistic approach. The conceptual model of family identity 
and the family identity inventory (FII) incorporate communication processes, relational 
ideology, and compositional factors. This approach provides a deeper understanding of 
how compositional factors such as race/ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and geographic 
dispersion (to name a few), are integral to our understanding of family identity. In 
addition, the FII is beneficial for investigating the role of group differences in the family 
(specifically, group differences that are often ignored in family communication research, 
see Gudykunst & Lee, 2001). Consequently, by moving away from the two orientation 
framework to one that includes multiple facets of family identity, the FII acknowledges 
the complexities of studying family communication. In the prior chapters I presented the 
rationale, methods, and results of Study 1 and Study 2. In this final chapter I present the 
implications and uses of the conceptual model of family identity and the corresponding 
inventory. This chapter also includes a table with the final set of items, as well as 
limitations and directions for future research. 
 The overall goals of Study 1 and Study 2 were to (a) develop and test the Family 
Identity Inventory, and (b) test a set of propositions about the associations of various 
paths in the conceptual model. Study 1 provided a foundation for investigating family 
identity, as participants answered open-ended questions regarding their family. These 
data were analyzed for themes and then compared to extant literature. The end result was 
a conceptual model of family identity. Using existing scales, and participant responses 
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from Study 1, items were constructed to measure each of the dimensions included in the 
conceptual model. In Study 2, I tested the psychometric properties of the measures used 
and developed for the inventory and tested the four propositions and one research 
question laid out in chapter 6. In the following sections I discuss: (a) the final items used 
in the inventory, (b) the implications of the propositions tested, (c) ethnic-racial 
variations, (d) the pragmatic uses of the inventory, (e) limitations and future directions, 
and (f) conclusions that can be drawn.  
Final inventory: Family Identity Inventory 
 The entire set of items used to collect data for Study 2 are contained in Appendix 
G; however, after careful inspection of the items and the results of the principal 
components analysis, several items were removed from the final inventory. The purpose 
of this was twofold, first to establish the reliability and validity of the items, and second 
to minimize the number of items needed to utilize the inventory. A smaller number of 
items provides more flexibility for future users of the inventory, as other scholars may 
want to include additional items without taxing the participant. Included below is a set of 
tables (10.1-10.4) with the final set of items for just the inventory. This does not include 
any of the outcome items. The table is broken up by larger concept, such that all of the 
relational ideology constructs are in one table, and the compositional factors are in 
another table. The communication processes and discourses are contained in multiple 
tables. Also included underneath each construct or table are any relevant notes 
concerning that construct or larger concept. These tables do not contain the source of the 
item or the response options; however, that information can be found in Table 8.30 and in 
appendix G.  
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 Taken as a whole the Family Identity Inventory (FII) offers a comprehensive way 
of investigating family identity and its relationship to various individual and relational 
outcomes7. Although the inventory is longer than most frameworks used to typically 
study family communication, the added length is necessary in order to expand on current 
knowledge about family communication and to continue advances in the field. In the 
following section I discuss the implications of the results from the four propositions and 
one research question.  
  
																																																								
7 Given that individuals may view their family as more or less important as they grow-up, one valuable 
outcome of the communication processes is family importance. A set of items was initially developed to 
measure family importance as an outcome variable; however, after examining the correlation between 
family centrality and family importance, the two constructs were too closely related to be completely 
distinct constructs. Consequently, family importance was removed as an outcome variable, in favor of 
keeping family centrality. Since family centrality is a	relational ideology that manifests at a young age, it 
stands to reason that family importance is just measuring the extent to which individuals still hold that same 
ideology. All of the items used to measure family importance are included in appendix G.		
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Implications of Study 2 
 The purposes of Study 2 were twofold: (1) test the psychometric properties of the 
items to be used in the family identity inventory, and (2) using the conceptual model of 
family identity as a guide, test the paths laid out in the model (see Table 10.5 for 
propositions and research question). The results of those inquiries are contained in 
Chapter 8 and Chapter 9; however, in the following section I will discuss the implications 
of those results.  
Table 10.5: Propositions and Research Question 
Proposition/Research Question 
Proposition 1: Individual and relational-level outcomes are predicted by 
communicative processes of discipline, conflict avoidance, openness, affection, 
support, humor/fun, storytelling, and family time in the family. 
Proposition 2: Relational ideology of family moderates the relationship between 
communicative processes and individual and relational outcomes.  
Proposition 3: Composition structures moderate the relationship between 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes.  
Proposition 4: Family identification moderates the relationship between 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes. 
Research Question: What life stressors do individuals identify and what role do those 
stressors play in the relationship between communication processes and individual and 
relational outcomes?  
     
 The results of Study 2 extend our understanding of family identity, and the role it 
plays in the life of the individual, and the extent to which family identity is connected to 
the quality of the family system. Family identity occurs at the system level, yet the 
impacts of that identity may vary from family member to family member. These results 
integrate current theorizing on family communication (i.e., FCS, Caughlin, 2003; FCP, 
Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002a; Storytelling, Koenig Kellas, 2005), and address Gudykunst 
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and Lee’s (2001) call for more family communication research that incorporate ethnic-
racial differences. These results illuminate an explanatory process by which 
communication discourses enhance (and hinder) family relationships and individual well 
being, and elucidate the role of various moderators. Consequently, the results of this 
study provide at least six implications worth noting. 
Implication 1: The Role of Communication Processes 
 First, the results underscore the importance of communication processes for 
overall well-being. Specifically, when considering these results affection, support, 
storytelling, and family time, were relatively consistent across groups and outcomes. 
Although each of the communication processes is a unique contributor in their own right, 
many of them vary as a function of ethnic-racial variation—a more complete discussion 
of which can be found under implication 6. Thus, when considering affection, support, 
storytelling, and family time, one thing to take away is that these constructs may be 
particularly useful when trying to make larger implications with a homogenous sample, 
or when looking for comparisons across outcome variables. Taken as a whole, these 
constructs were almost always positively and significantly related with the outcome 
variables for all ethnic-racial groups, with a few exceptions for the relationship with self-
worth. This is an important consideration as scholars determine what variables may be 
most beneficial in working with families.  
 Although affection is an important contributor to relational outcomes and overall 
well-being (Floyd et al., 2005), and the results of this study support that claim. It is 
important to recognize that the final affection construct in this inventory does not 
acknowledge the more negatively valenced affection items that were originally included. 
Thus, affection is a positive predictor of individual and relational well-being; however, 
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further research is needed to investigate aspects of affection that may function differently. 
Moreover, when considering affection, it is vital to consider the interconnections between 
affection and support, as family members may use affection to demonstrate support.  
 Social support is a complicated construct as the supportiveness of a message is 
heavily influenced by context (Goldsmith, 2008). However, when thinking about support 
in general in the family (i.e., being financially supportive, having a shoulder to cry on, 
etc.), results demonstrated that perceptions of a supportive family were tied to more 
satisfaction with one’s life and one’s family, not to mention higher levels of self-worth, 
and a greater willingness to be there for one’s family in the future. Further, this standard 
of having a supportive family (Caughlin, 2003) is a component of how families 
conceptualize their identity—how much do we value supporting each other. One way 
families reify their supportive identity is through storytelling.  
 Families who engaged in interactional sensemaking behaviors while storytelling, 
reported that they were more satisfied with their family members, and were more likely 
to support them in the future. Given the importance of narrative in identity development 
(Koenig Kellas, 2015), it stands to reason that when families engage in storytelling they 
are further entrenching that family identity as important to them. Thus, storytelling is one 
way in which families may set the standard for what they will or will not do for those 
people—for that identity, in the future. Given the inherent connection between 
storytelling and family time, further research is needed to investigate the interplay of 
these two constructs, as families may use storytelling to engage in more togetherness, yet 
at the same time togetherness is what provides the fuel for the storytelling fire.  
 Family time has been studied as routine interactions (Caughlin, 2003), as 
traditions (Koenig Kellas, 2005), and as the constructions of rituals (Baxter & 
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Braithwaite, 2006), each of these demonstrates the importance of time, spending time 
together, doing things together, and being involved in each other’s lives. Family time 
illustrates the value in being present, and is an important construct to consider when 
investigating what processes help and hinder family functioning.  
 When considering the other communication constructs, a pattern is less clear cut. 
Discipline has two sub-dimensions: structure and rules and guidance and growth, which 
function quite differently from each other. The lack of significant relationships between 
structure and rules and each of the outcomes, is indicative of several possibilities. First, it 
is possible that structure and rules does not weigh heavily in family identity, and thus is 
not pertinent to future inquiries into the role of family identity. However, a second option 
is that the scale items do not adequately assess ethnic-racial variations as they relate to 
how structure and rules are enforced within the family. Thus, further research is needed 
to more thoroughly vette this dimension of the scale and determine if the items are 
attending to cultural nuances.  
 Guidance and growth plays a much clearer role, as for the most part it serves as a 
positive predictor of each of the outcome variables. It does however differ for African 
Americans, as there were more negative associations instead of positive. This suggests 
that it is important to consider how families differ in their view and practice of discipline. 
Discipline often goes hand in hand with conflict, as conflict may be the reason for 
discipline in the family or the outcome of discipline, thus how families approach conflict 
is an important consideration. 
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 Conflict avoidance is a dimension that assesses the extent to which families are 
more or less conflict avoidant8. This dimension was particularly interesting, as the role of 
conflict avoidance differed significantly based on outcome and racial-ethnic affiliation. 
Given that conflict is tied to culture and the importance of group harmony (i.e., 
individualistic-collectivistic), it makes sense that the extent to which conflict avoidance is 
tied to individual and relational outcomes, depends on ethnic-racial affiliation.  
 One factor that is often a construct of interest in interpersonal and family 
communication research is openness. Openness is often presented as the construct to 
solve all problems, a panacea, and in family communication research being more open 
(i.e., more conversation oriented, FCP; Koerner & Fitzpatrick, 2002c), is seen as 
inherently better. However, when looking at the two dimensions of openness in the FII: 
talk about anything and avoidance of the personal, the role of openness is more nuanced. 
There is significant variation in these roles based on ethnic-racial group. In particular, 
openness does not necessarily function as a best practice for all families, rather to be 
more open may violate cultural norms within a family. Thus considering how the 
influence of openness varies as a function of racial-ethnic group is important for how 
practitioners make suggesting for improving family well-being.  
 Humor is an interesting construct as it has two sides: one that is typically positive 
and used to create group affiliation, and one that is typically negative and used to hurt 
others in the family. Constructive humor was relatively beneficial to well-being, yet 
destructive humor functions quite differently. On the flip side, destructive humor was 
negatively associated with most of the outcomes, and thus serves as a divisive tool in 
																																																								
8 For the purposes of this study, it is important to note that conflict avoidance is scored such that lower 
scores indicate more conflict avoidance families, and higher scores indicate families who are more likely to 
express conflict.  
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families. However, more research is needed to fully flesh out how and why individuals 
use destructive humor, as what might be harmful in one family may be seen as fun and 
productive in another. Continuing to investigate the difference between humor and 
sarcasm that are used as tools to convey affection, support, and fun, and humor and 
sarcasm that are used to maim and punish affords an opportunity for scholars to be able to 
help practitioners understand when those behaviors are productive in a family and when 
they are not. Moving forward, it might be beneficial to expand the number of items that 
assess the destructive humor component to include more items that are reminiscent of a 
variety of humorous and sarcastic behaviors. 
Implication 2: The Value in Compositional Factors  
 The second implication to arise from this study is the importance of compositional 
factors. Despite the prevalence of asking for demographic information when collecting 
data, much of that information is ignored when it comes to primary data analysis. These 
compositional factors (i.e., race/ethnicity, SES, religion, geographic dispersion, and kin 
networks), can be very few questions, yet provide a wealth of information about families. 
These factors offer important considerations for how families differ and how suggestions 
for family practitioners need to account for these additional factors. As family 
communication scholars, when we ignore these components because they are not 
“communication constructs” we limit our ability to understand, explain, and predict 
communication processes. I discuss the implications of race/ethnicity as a stand alone 
implication later in the chapter.  
 Geographic dispersion may be particularly salient for some families (e.g., refugee 
families), and for some families it may be important but never have been something they 
considered. For example, for families where everyone lives near each other, the 
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geographical closeness is part of their identity, yet they may never have considered the 
role of geographic closeness before because that geographic closeness has never been 
threatened. Contrary to this, some families—particularly families who have been 
separated from their homes, friends, and other family members, that geographical 
dispersion may constantly surface as foundational to their family identity. Therefore, the 
next step in understanding the role of geographic dispersion is investigating how families 
view the role of geographic dispersion in their communication with their family 
members. Yet, geographic dispersion is also closely tied to extended family members, as 
how geographically close family members stay to each other might be influenced by how 
geographically close their extended family members are.  
 Kin networks are the extended portions of a family and the individuals that may 
feel like family but have no legal or genetic tie (i.e., one’s family of choice, Braithwaite 
et al., 2010; Floyd & Morman, 2014).  Kin networks or extended families influence the 
identity of the family, as those processes and ideological frameworks are often 
transmitted from one generation to the next. Through these additional family ties—the 
family identity is shaped and becomes established (Sillars, 1995), rendering what appears 
to be extraneous relationships when considering the family of origin an integral part of 
the family identity. When considering how communication processes are related to 
individual and relational well-being, those additional individuals who are considered to 
be an integral part of the family, also offer affection, support, the chance for additional 
family time and stories to be told, people who should not be excluded simply because 
they do not all live together.  
 As family households change, it is possible that many of the respondents had 
grandparents, voluntary kin, or other family members who did live with them while they 
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were growing up. Unfortunately, this was not something I accounted for, but future 
researchers might ask participants to provide a list of those they lived with growing up so 
as to form a more complete picture of how kin networks are part of the family identity.  
  Socioeconomic status and the disparities associated with it, such as divides in 
education attainment (Musu-Gillette, 2015), mobile access (Lee & Kim, 2014), and 
health care (Hughes & Simpson, 1995), also affects how the family communicates. 
Socioeconomic status may also influence the level of identification an individual feels 
with his or her family, particularly when that individual is a first generation college 
student. As individuals who differentiate themselves from their family through education 
may experience both a sense of pride and accomplishment, but also a sense of separation 
as their family can no longer relate to their experiences (Wang, 2014; Wang & Nuru, in 
press). Although asking participants to report on their caretakers’ education level does 
not directly correlate with income level, scholars have demonstrated that despite this 
discrepancy, individuals are much more accurate in their reports of parental education 
than they are in guessing household income (Diemer et al., 2013).  
 Yet the role of socioeconomic status also influences the type and the amount of 
financial support families are able to give to each other, and may cut into the amount of 
family time families are able to have. SES is not just a demographic variable, but rather it 
is instrumental in other factors. In a following section I discuss the role of life stressors, 
one of those life stressors directly relates to finances, and a second—family conflict may 
also be connected to finances as marital couples often report finances as being one of the 
main sources of conflict in their relationship.  
 The lack of religious influence in the results is surprising, given that Fife et al. 
(2014) demonstrated a relationship between religion and family communication patterns. 
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These results suggest that religion does not play a significant role in family identity. 
Thus, when considering the emphasis family members may place on religious values, or 
the requirement that all family members conform to one set of religious values, the 
results of this study indicate that familial pressure to adhere to that set of beliefs is not 
important. Religion serves neither to help nor hinder overall well-being for family 
members, and may be irrelevant to family identity. This is fascinating given that within 
the martial dyad religious dissonance is tied to an increase in conflict.  
 It is possible reason for this is the way in which religion was measured in 
comparison to Fife et al (2014). Fife and colleagues (2014) measured intrinsic and 
extrinsic religious orientation and church attendance, whereas in this study the only 
question I used in the analysis was “how important was religion in your family.” 
However, I did collect data on more than one religious question and participants were 
asked to report about their religious orientation currently as well. It is possible that as 
individuals move out of the family home and feel a greater sense of independence that 
they change their religious views, and perhaps it is this discrepancy that would provide 
additional information about the role of religion in the family.  
Implication 3: Closeness as a Moderator not an Outcome 
 Relational closeness is often used as an outcome in family communication 
research (e.g., Samek & Rueter, 2011; Schrodt & Phillips, 2016), and for many 
relationships—friendships, romantic relationships, this makes sense, as it takes time, 
disclosure of private information, and trust to build that relational closeness. However, 
when considering the family, it is much harder to find a starting point for closeness, as we 
would not say that parents have to learn to trust their children, or that children have to 
disclose to their parents in order to be close to them. Parents likely feel an inherent sense 
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of closeness to their child, though perhaps this differs when considering the age of 
adopted children, or stepfamilies. In general, we do not consider closeness something that 
families develop over time, rather family closeness is an ideological framework that 
families hold—they do or not believe in being close as a family. Not only was closeness 
positively and significantly related to all of the outcome variables regardless of racial-
ethnic variation, but it also served as a moderator in the models. Such that, relational 
closeness influenced many of the relationships between communication processes and 
individual and relational well-being. Thus it is important to reevaluate the ways in which 
closeness is conceptualized in family communication research, as in many cases it might 
be better served as a moderator (cf. Afifi & Schrodt, 2003; Yau, Tasopoulos-Chan, & 
Smetana, 2009).  
Implication 4: Family Identification  
 The extent to which individuals identify with their family was significantly 
positively related to all of outcome variables across all of the ethnic-racial groups. It 
makes sense that as individuals feel a stronger sense of affiliation with their family, they 
will be more likely to support them in the future, and be more satisfied with their family. 
In addition, family identification moderated almost half of the relationships between 
communication processes and individual and relational well-being, which is consistent 
with other research that identifies family identification as a moderator (e.g., Phillips, 
Ledbetter, Soliz, & Bergquist, 2017). The next question in understanding family 
identification is what makes individuals more or less likely to identify with their family. 
Discovering what factors influence the extent to which one identifies with their family, 
may be useful in determining why family identification is so important to overall well-
being.  
  259 
Implication 5: Life Stressors 
 Families experience all kinds of events and circumstances that may strain the 
family unit. These life stressors can take a variety of forms and severity, some may divide 
families and some may instill resilience, and it is these life stressors that may test a 
family’s identity. Of particular note in this study was the set of life stressors to emerge 
from the findings. Across the sample participants identified similar types of life stressors. 
Using this set of life stressors, scholars can incorporate a single question that asks 
individuals to indicate which if any life stressors their family has experienced. This is a 
necessary step moving forward, as it was evident from the moderation analyses that 
different types of stressors have different effects on families. Consequently, moving 
forward it is vital to investigate each of these life stressors and how they are affecting the 
family, and consequently how family interventions might need to adapt given different 
life stressors.  
 Stressors occur in many forms, yet they are only one aspect in this ongoing 
process of understanding and assessing family identity. When investigating these 
relationships based on racial-ethnic group there are some interesting trends for each of 
the communicative processes. The following section addresses variation in the 
relationships for each of the communication constructs based on racial-ethnic differences.  
Implication 6: Ethnic-Racial Variation 
 A secondary focus of this project was to investigate potential ethnic-racial 
variation, as prior family communication research has largely focused on the more easily 
accessible White population available to the majority of researchers. Thus, I will also 
discuss the implications of ethnic-racial variation in family identity. 
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 The results of the ethnic-racial group comparisons on the 11 communication 
processes, the five relational ideology constructs, and the shared meaning construct 
contained some interesting trends. The ANOVA test compared mean values on each of 
those constructs to look for significant mean differences. There were several interesting 
trends in the ANOVA results concerning these mean differences. 
 First, there were no group differences for discipline: structure and rules, 
openness: talk about anything, centrality of family, closeness, or storytelling behaviors. 
This indicates that there are some communication and relational ideology constructs that 
are consistent across ethnic-racial groups. Specifically, when considering centrality of 
family and closeness, it is worth noting that these two constructs may be societal 
expectations, and thus the social-desirability bias may minimize any group differences 
that could be present.  
 Given the social emphasis on family and the expectation that individuals value 
and are close to their family, participants may have felt the need to respond that way, 
regardless of how they felt. On the other hand, it is possible that family identity is so 
deeply ingrained, that regardless of ethnic-racial background, in general individuals feel 
close to their family and value them. These two relational ideology constructs appear to 
be consistent across groups, and play an important role in the relationship between the 
communication processes and individual and relational outcomes.  
 The second trend to emerge from the ANOVA results was the consistent 
significant mean differences between the White group and the other three ethnic-racial 
groups (i.e., African American, Asian American, & Hispanic). The differences was such 
that for almost all of the communication and relational ideology constructs where there 
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were significant group differences, the White group had the highest value on that 
construct, except for the hierarchy constructs.  
 Thus when investigating the hierarchy constructs (i.e., parental hierarchy, parental 
authority, and conformity), it is evident that the clearest group differences are between 
the African American group and everyone else. This difference is one in which the 
African American group had higher values for all of the hierarchy constructs in 
comparison to the other groups. This difference, is particularly noteworthy, as researchers 
and practitioners consider family interventions as the underlying relational ideology that 
guides the family may significantly change what interventions or family advice is 
appropriate and effective. In addition to the mean differences on the communication and 
relational ideology constructs, there were also indications of group differences when it 
came to the relationship between the communication processes and the outcome 
variables. 
 The correlations between the communication processes constructs and the 
individual and relational well-being constructs varied based on ethnic-racial group, 
although the majority of the effects were similar, not all communication constructs were 
related to the same outcomes across groups. This points to a need to more closely 
examine which communication constructs scholars argue are “better” for families, as not 
all communication processes serve the same function for all families. Rather, when 
ethnic-racial differences are considered, scholars can make better and more specific 
recommendations for family well-being.   
 Of the 11 communication processes included in the inventory, two of them had 
very small significant associations with the outcome variables or were not significantly 
related at all—Discipline: Structure & Rules, and Conflict Avoidance. This trend was 
  262 
consistent across ethnic-racial groups, and although this might suggest a lack of ethnic-
racial variation, it is possible that the two constructs: Discipline: Structure & Rules, and 
Conflict Avoidance may be two areas of communication in the family that are 
particularly susceptible to ethnic differences. Scholars have documented how both 
collectivism and familism are tied to the ways in which individuals manage conflict 
(Sabogal, Marín, Otero-Sabogal, Vanoss Marín, Perez-Stable, 1987; Gabrielidis, Stephan, 
Ybarra, Dos Santos Pearson, & Villareal, 1997), both of which are frequently tied to 
cultural and ethnic variation. Consequently, it stands to reason that perhaps the measure 
of conflict avoidance used is either to culturally specific, and or does not fully capture the 
nuanced ways in which individuals manage conflict. It is possible that the set of items 
that measures conflict avoidance has relatively small or insignificant effects because it 
does not adequately assess conflict as it pertains to specific ethnic-racial variations, and it 
is not broad enough to capture any consistent underlying components of conflict 
avoidance that do not vary by race-ethnicity.     
 It is possible that Discipline: Structure & Rules also suffers from a similar fate, as 
scholars have demonstrated ethnic-racial variation in parenting practices (Ortega, 2000). 
In addition, much of the research on parenting practices and their effects focuses on 
White middle class families, and Raj and Raval (2013) argued for a more culturally 
sensitive approach to parenting research. Villanueva Dixon, Graber, and Brooks-Gunn 
(2008) found ethnic-racial variation in conflict among parents and children, and that 
ethnic-racial variation did not moderate the association between discipline and 
communication. However, this assumes that discipline is not communication, and takes a 
different approach to that construct.  
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 Overall, these two constructs need further testing and possible refinement as they 
are used as part of the FII. The lack of association between these two constructs and the 
outcome variables may be due to the fact that they do not play an important role in the 
individual and relational well-being of individuals, or it is possible that the items are not 
sensitive enough to be used for multiple ethnic-racial groups.  
 Moving forward it is clear that although there are similarities across ethnic-racial 
groups when it comes to family identity and the relationship between family identity and 
individual and relational well-being, there is a distinct paucity of research that addresses 
how these group differ. This oversight, has lead to a large body of research on family 
communication (FCP; see Schrodt et al., 2008 for overview) that ignores any of these 
significant differences in the role of family communication patterns (Phillips & Soliz, 
2017).  
 The next step is to continue investigating these group differences, both with the 
FII, and by replicating earlier work that did not take into account these differences. 
However, the benefit of having investigated these group differences is that for some of 
these constructs there is initial evidence that researchers may not need to investigate 
group differences. For example, when looking at the relationship between storytelling 
behaviors and family satisfaction, it appears that there are no significant differences in the 
relationship based on ethnic-racial variation. Therefore, through the processes of 
investigating ethnic-racial variation, scholars can differentiate between which constructs 
are similar regardless, and which need more careful attention. The pragmatic ways in 
which the FII can be used offer various avenues for exploring these relationships.  
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Pragmatic Uses of FII 
 The Family Identity Inventory (FII) can be utilized in several different ways, 
which are both pragmatic and instructive for future directions. Although primary data 
collection is often what scholars think of when considering a new inventory or scale, the 
FII has uses beyond just primary data collection. In the following section I discuss how 
FII can be used for (1) primary data collection, (2) secondary data analysis, (3) 
exclusion/inclusion criteria, and (4) as a general inventory for matched studies. 
Primary Data Collection 
 Perhaps the most important aim when considering a new measure is its continued 
use in research, and the practicality of using it for primary data collection. The Family 
Identity Inventory (FII) is particularly useful for primary data collection as it contains 
constructs designed to assess a variety of communicative processes, compositional 
factors, relational ideology, family identification, life stressors, and shared meaning. 
Although it would be easy to only use certain constructs, it is highly encouraged to use 
the FII in its entirety. By only including certain constructs, the comprehensive nature of 
the FII is lost, and it no longer serves the intended purpose.    
 When considering primary data collection, researchers may choose to more 
deeply investigate certain constructs within the FII or use it as a framework within 
various contexts. For example, given the plethora of life stressors that families encounter, 
investigating more fully the role of one of those life stressors might provide a better way 
of assessing the impact of life stressors in the family. In addition, the FII was designed 
with the purpose of being inclusive of family type, such that it could be used regardless 
of family structure. However, it is possible that different results might emerge if the 
inventory were used only in stepfamilies. Overall, there is still much to be learned about 
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family identity and the FII is one inventory that is useful for collecting primary data; 
however, utilizing a larger data set for secondary data analysis is also a useful endeavor.  
Secondary Data Analysis 
 One type of analysis often overlooked in Communication Studies is secondary 
data analysis. Other disciplines, such as Sociology, often use larger public databases for 
their research. Although using data someone else collected removes much of the control 
from the researcher, it does offer some important benefits.  
 The first benefit of secondary data analysis is accessibility. Since the data are 
already collected, and cleaned, secondary data anlysis can be much faster. There is no 
need to go through IRB, or go through the processes of data collection. In addition, 
researchers also have access to a sample size they might not normally have access to. For 
example, public databases often include much larger sample sizes, and have enough 
variation in the sample that researchers can test for many of the group differences they 
must avoid when using a homogenous sample.  
 Ultimately, the FII will have its own database, whereby scholars can deposit data 
sets where participants were asked to answer all the questions on the FII. The data from 
Study 2 is the first step in creating this database. As the FII is used, the goal would be to 
continue expanding the datafile for the FII. Given the number of constructs contained in 
the FII, many of the more complex analyses one might run require a large number of 
cases, and more importantly a large number of cases in each group. Specifically, in order 
to test for invariance across ethnic-racial groups, the sample size for each group needs to 
be comparable and quite sizeable so as not to crash the model. Although there were many 
analyses conducted in Study 2, the results from Study 2 are not exhaustive, and thus a FII 
datbase is also an opportunity for scholars to investigate different assocations in the FII.  
  266 
 With the refined instrument, a series of data collections will result in a large 
database that individuals can access with permission as it will be unidentified. Ideally, 
this collection will included various ethnic-racial groups as well as individuals from 
university and non-university samples. As the database grows it is possible that it will 
also include additiona  grouping factors, such as rurality, and family structure (i.e., 
stepfamilies). Finally, scholars or practitioners can choose to analyze any of the included 
constructs, or use it as pilot data for a primary data collection (e.g., are there ISM 
differences across different ethnic groups?). In short, this inventory will operate 
somewhat like a larger sociological database—yet sociology is not the only discipline to 
provide inspiration for additional uses for the inventory.  
Exclusion/Inclusion Criteria 
 Psychologist will often use exclusion/inclusion criteria as part of their data 
collection. In other words, at the beginning of a semester they will administer a survey 
and then participants are invited to complete follow-up inquiries based on any specific 
inclusion/exclusion criteria put forth by a researcher (e.g., A researcher may only want 
individuals from  highly affectionate families). The Family Identity Inventory is 
particularly useful for this processs, as scholars may want multiple different sets of 
information. For example, individuals may complete the FII at the begining of the 
semester, and then be solicited for follow-up studies based on various factors. This could 
include anything from ethnic-racial background to highly affectionate families to 
individuals who do not feel a strong sense of identification with their family. 
 An additional benefit of using the FII for exclusion/inclusion criteria, is that the 
data initially collected can be deposited in the FII database for future secondary inquires. 
Through the process of inclusion/exclusion criteria reseachers can also more effieciently 
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utilize the participants they have access to, as they may solicit participation in studies 
with very particular requirements. However, they can also still solicit the other 
participants for more inclusive studies. Ultimately, the FII serves multiple functions when 
utilized as exclusion/inclusion criteria. The pragmatic uses of the FII can be interrelated, 
and it is easy to see how one data collection can be used for multiple purposes. 
General Inventory for Matched Studies 
 The fourth method for maximizing the potential of the FII is to use it as a general 
inventory for matched studies. Participants respond to the FII in an initial phase, and the 
data are kept on file and matched to follow-up studies. For instance, if someone is 
interested in parent-child sexual communication and risky behavior, the researcher can 
develop a questionnaire for their specific study and administer it to participants. 
However, they will also have all of the data from the FII for any a priori inquiries or 
follow-up/post-hoc considerations. In other words, the researcher will not have to ask all 
of these as part of their study since they will be part of this inventory. 
 Not only do matched studies limit particpant fatigue because the data is collected 
in two waves, but it also provides additional data that can be integrated into the FII 
database. Each of these four options are integral to the implementation of the FII and the 
construction of a larger public database. Thus, the use of the FII creates both a body of 
research on a more comprehensive approach to family identity and a network of scholars 
who are using the FII in their work. Continued work using the FII is needed not only for 
this purpose, but also to address some of the limitations in the current design.  
Limitations and Future Directions 
 The results of this study should be interpreted with caution given the inherent 
limitations of the research design. As with any research project, no one study can 
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accomplish everything, and thus it is important to understand the limitations of the 
design, and how those limitations may be addressed in future research. There are several 
limitations of note, such as the cross-sectional nature of the data, the reliance on only one 
family member, the fact that the participants were no longer children living in their 
parents’ home, the fact that from a psychometric stand point a third study was not 
conducted to test a confirmatory factor analysis, and the sample size.  
 The cross-sectional research design and correlational nature of the data preclude 
statements of causality. This is an important consideration as the propositions laid out are 
indicative of a causal relationship. In an ideal world future researchers would collect 
longitudinal data as a way of testing both the propositions, and to determine how family 
identity may evolve over time. In addition, a longitudinal design would enable 
researchers to more fully understand the effects of life stressors on the family. However, 
as Hayes (2013) concluded, “Sometimes theory or solid argument is the only foundation 
upon which a causal claim can be built given limitations of our data” (p. 89). Thus, 
despite the lack of longitudinal research, scholars can still continue to use the conceptual 
model of family identity and the FII as a heuristic tool for providing sound research on 
families, and resources for practitioners.   
 One notable limitation is the reliance on self-report data from only one family 
member. Despite the fact that the shared meaning questions indicated a belief that the 
family unit would perceive that these constructs operate similarly, more research is 
needed to determine how consistent reports of family identity are across family members. 
A first step in this process may be to collect data from siblings, as this would allow 
researchers to examine the consistency of family identity, and how siblings from 
divorced families experience and deal with multiple family identities. Ultimately, the 
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goal should be to collect data from all family members in order to assess family identity 
congruence. Adult participants could also report on their family identity growing up and 
their current family identity. This approach could be used to study the intergenerational 
transmission of family identity.  
 Although it is certainly convenient to solicit data from adults—and college 
students particularly, one of the main limitations of this study is the age of the 
participants. As individuals age and are no longer living at home, it is possible that their 
perceptions of events and communication processes growing up change. Consequently, 
although much of the family communication research to date uses young adult samples, it 
is vital that future researchers gather data from children still living at home. This is an 
important step in continuing to test the validity of family identity, and testing the causal 
components of the propositions.   
 Finally, one significant limitation is the lack of a third study. Although PCA and 
EFA are appropriate choices for an initial analysis of scale items, they are not the final 
step in scale analysis. Creswell (2014) suggested that when using an exploratory 
sequential mixed method design for scale development, there should be a qualitative 
study, and then two subsequent quantitative studies (see figure 3.1 for visual depiction). 
Specifically, he suggests that the first quantitative study include testing of an initial item 
pool, and the use of PCA or EFA. This is in line with Study 2, and is consistent with 
Creswell’s (2014) steps for scale development. However, he suggests that a second 
quantitative study be conducted wherein the researcher collects data using the refined set 
of items and conducts a confirmatory factor analysis to assess item fit. Given the lack of a 
third study, the next step for the evolution of the FII is to collect another round of data 
using the refined and pared down items and conducting a CFA. In addition to the 
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necessity of conducting a CFA on the inventory, structural equation modeling is also a 
more effective tool for testing for invariance. 
 The overall sample size for this study is sufficient for most model testing; 
however, it was not sufficient to test for model invariance. Model invariance is the 
process of testing model paths across groups (Kline, 2015). This allows the researcher to 
determine if the same model holds for different groups—in this case does family identity 
function the same for families of different ethnic-racial backgrounds. One of the key 
components of this study was the investigation of ethnic-racial variations, and although 
some group differences were noted, model invariance would provide a more precise 
knowledge of those differences. However, given the smaller number of cases in all of the 
groups except one, and the disproportionate sample sizes, a test of model invariance was 
not possible. One goal for future researchers to address this limitation it to collect data 
that enables the research to test for model invariance.  
 Ultimately, the limitations of this study are also ripe for future directions. 
Scholars can continue testing and advancing the conceptual model of family identity and 
the FII, and through this process address some of the limitations inherent in this particular 
study. In the following section I summarize chapter 10, and draw final conclusions.  
Conclusion 
 Families are a prominent social group individuals will belong to over the course 
of their life (Lay et al., 1998), and are the main source of social support for an individual 
(Cicirelli, 1995; Mikkelson, 2014; Whiteman, McHale, & Soli, 2011). Given the 
importance of families in the lives of individuals, it is paramount that scholars produce 
research that is applicable and comprehensive. Thus, my hope is that this conceptual 
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model of family identity and corresponding inventory can be used to provide information 
that can be used to help families be more competent communicators.  
 Pragmatically, there are several steps that need to be taken to make the FII useful. 
Moving forward, I will conduct a cluster analysis on the variables, in an effort to reduce 
the dimensions down to a number that is easier to model in a structural model. In 
addition, I will also conduct an interview study in order to investigate both the extent to 
which the items developed in Study 1 are congruent with individuals from minority 
racial/ethnic backgrounds and to begin understanding why some of the differences based 
on race/ethnicity found in Study 2 exist. In other words, given the differences in the 
relationship between various communicative constructs and individual and relational 
well-being based on race/ethnicity, why do those differences occur. These are just two of 
my next steps in continuing to test the Family Identity Inventory, and theorize about 
family identity. 
 The overarching goal of this project was to develop and test a conceptual model 
of family identity and the family identity inventory. Through an exploratory sequential 
mixed method design, I conducted two separate studies for the purpose of determining 
what themes individuals mention what describing what makes their family unique, and 
then utilizing those themes and existing literature to develop a comprehensive model of 
family identity. I utilized the model as a framework for creating the inventory and the 
corresponding propositions. Ultimately, I presented the final set of items for the 
inventory, the implications of the propositions tested, ethnic-racial variations, the 
pragmatic uses of the inventory, land imitations and future directions. Only through 
continual use and refinement will the conceptual model and the inventory reach their full 
potential.  
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APPENDICES  
APPENDIX A: Family Characteristics Recruitment Script 
Recruitment Script: Family Characteristics 
 
My name is Kaitlin Phillips, and I am a doctoral student in the Department of 
Communication Studies. I am conducting research on how communication occurs within 
the family unit.  
 
In order to participate in this study you must meet the following criteria: 1) You must be 
at least 19 years-old. 
 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete an online survey. The survey 
will include basic demographic questions about you and your family, and a series of open 
ended questions that ask about your family-of-origin(the family you grew up in). All 
responses to these questions will be kept confidential and at no time will your identity be 
revealed in the analysis and or reporting of research results. 
  
Participation in this study will require approximately 15-25 minutes. Your participation is 
completely voluntary. At any time throughout the survey you may choose not to answer 
any question(s) and you are free to leave the survey at any time if you do not feel 
comfortable. If your instructor agrees, you will receive research credit for your course. 
We will inform your instructor that you participated in a research study, but the nature 
and topic of the study will not be revealed. If you do not wish to participate in this study 
but still wish to receive research credit, please talk to your instructor about research and 
non-research alternatives. Participating in this research counts as one (1) credit.  
If you are interested, please use the following link to complete the survey  
https://ssp.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_cGBQNMr8K9X7utf 
or contact us at kephillips@huskers.unl.edu.  
Thanks for your consideration of involvement in this study. 
Kaitlin Phillips  
Doctoral Student 
Department of Communication Studies 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
423 Oldfather Hall 
Lincoln, NE 68588-0329 
(402) 472-3348 
kephillips@huskers.unl.edu
Dr. Jordan Soliz 
Department of Communication Studies 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
425 Oldfather Hall,  
Lincoln, NE 68588-0329  
(402) 472-8326 
Email: jsoliz2@unl.edu
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APPENDIX B: Family Characteristics Consent Form 
 
 	 					IRB#	15728			IRB	Approval	#:	20151015728EX				 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 	 	 	 	 									Department of Communication Studies 
 
University of Nebraska – Lincoln 
Informed Consent: Family Characteristics 
 
We are currently doing a research project to find out more about communication that 
occurs in the family.   
 
The following information is provided in order to help you make an informed decision 
about whether or not to participate. To be included in the study, you must meet the 
following criteria:  
(1) You must be at least 19 years old   
 
If you do not meet the above criteria, you do not qualify for this particular study and 
should not proceed with the process. 
 
If you meet the criteria, you may take part in this study that consists of a survey. In the 
survey you will be asked general questions about you and your family, including sex, 
age, and ethnicity. The survey process will take approximately 15-25 minutes. These 
surveys will take place in a location you choose. You may also contact the primary 
investigator at kephillips@huskers.unl.edu in order to schedule a time to complete the 
survey in the Social Interaction Lab (Burnett 331).  
 
Any information obtained during this study which could identify you will be kept strictly 
confidential. The data will be stored password protected computer and will only be seen 
by the investigator during the study and for 5 years after the study is complete. The 
information obtained in this study may be published in scientific journals or presented at 
scientific meetings but all identifying information will be removed from the data. 
 
You may be participating in this research study as an option for research credit. This 
option is dependent on a prior agreement that you must have arranged with your 
instructor. In these courses, research and non-research credit shall be available. For those 
instructors who have chosen to offer this as a research credit opportunity, students 
receiving research credit will be asked to indicate their instructor’s name. Your instructor 
will be informed that you participated in a study in the Communication Studies 
department, but not which study you participated in. You will not be penalized in any 
way in your class for not participating in this study. If you do not wish to participate in 
this study but still wish to receive research credit, please talk to your instructor about 
research and non-research alternatives. Participating in this research counts as one (1) 
credit. 
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You should also know that at any time throughout the survey process you are free to take 
a break, or refuse to answer any questions. You are also free to decide not to participate 
in this study or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with 
the investigators or the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Your decision will not result in 
any loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
 
There are no direct benefits to you as a result of participating in this study except 
potentially gaining a greater understanding of your communication with your family. 
However, talking about your family may make you feel uncomfortable. In the event of 
problems resulting from participating in this study, please contact the UNL Psychological 
Consultation Center at (402) 472-2351 or other comparable services. Treatment is 
available on a sliding fee scale. It is the responsibility of each participant to pay for 
treatment if they choose to seek it out. The researchers will not be held liable for 
treatment expenses incurred. Yet, any responses, oral or written, will be regarded with the 
utmost confidentiality. 
 
You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions answered 
before agreeing to participate or after the study is complete. If you have any questions 
about this research project, please feel free to contact the principal investigator at (402) 
472-3348. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant that have 
not been answered by the investigator or would like to report any concerns about the 
study, you may contact the University of Nebraska-Lincoln Institutional Review Board, 
telephone (402) 472-6965. 
 
Since the survey will take place on Qualtrics, the following link provides information on 
Qualtrics security. http://www.qualtrics.com/security-statement/ 
 
Please print a copy of the informed consent form for your records. If you meet the criteria 
and choose to continue participation, you must read the entire informed consent and 
verify that you agree to participate and fulfill the participant criteria by electronically 
signing and dating the form. Please print one for your records. If you do not fulfill the 
criteria or choose to not participate, please exit out of the survey. If you have any 
questions about the study, please contact the principal investigator. 
 
You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this study. Your 
signature certifies that you have decided to participate, having read and understood the 
information presented. You are free to decide not to participate in this study or to 
withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with the investigators 
or the University of Nebraska. Your decision will not result in any loss of benefits to 
which you are otherwise entitled. By typing your name below you also indicate that you 
are in fact at least 19 years old. 
 
By typing your name below and selecting "I agree", you indicate that you have read 
and understood the information included in this informed consent statement and 
are choosing to continue with the study. If you would like a copy of this informed 
consent statement, you may print one off or email the primary investigator to 
request a copy. 
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Name________________ 
___I agree 
 
 
Should you have any questions regarding your participation in this study, please feel free 
to contact any or all of the following people: 
 
Kaitlin Phillips 
Phone: (402) 472-3348  
Email: kephillips@huskers.unl.edu 
 
Dr. Jordan Soliz 
Phone: (402) 472-8326 
Email: jsoliz2@unl.edu 
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APPENDIX C: Family Characteristics Survey 
Family Characteristics Survey 
The goal of this study is to understand how you view your family-of-origin (the family 
you grew up in). 
Directions: Please answer each question based on your family or origin. There are no 
right or wrong answers; we just want to know your perception of your family. 
1. If you had to describe your family in one word, what would it be?  
2. Why? 
3. What do you like about how your family members talk to each other? 
4. What do you not like about how your family members talk to each other? 
5. If you met someone for the first time, and they asked you what your family is like 
when they all get together; how would you describe them? 
6. What makes your family unique compared to the typical family? 
7. Do you have similar relationships with your parents? Yes NO  
8. If yes, Briefly describe your relationship with your parent(s) in general (E.g., 
closeness, self-disclosure, quality of the relationship). 
9. If no, describe how your relationships with them are different from each other 
(E.g., closeness, self-disclosure, quality of the relationship). 
10. Do you have siblings? YES NO 
11. If yes, Briefly describe your relationship with your sibling(s) in general (E.g., 
closeness, self-disclosure, quality of the relationship). 
12. Do you have similar relationships with your sibling(s)? Yes NO 
13. If yes, Briefly describe your relationship with your sibling(s) in general (E.g., 
closeness, self-disclosure, quality of the relationship). 
14. If no, describe how your relationships with them are different from each other 
(E.g., closeness, self-disclosure, quality of the relationship). 
15. Can you think of any ways in which your family has positively or negatively 
influenced your romantic relationships?  Yes NO 
16. Please explain.  
17. When people study families, they often look at the following factors 
a. How much the family members agree or are expected to agree with each 
other. 
b. How open the family members are with each other. 
c. How supportive they are of each other (emotionally, financially, etc.). 
d. Closeness to extended family members (i.e., grandparents, aunt/uncles, 
cousins, etc.). 
e. Additions, of individuals to the family who may have started as friends but 
we now consider family.  
f. Parent-child interactions. 
Reflecting on these areas (listed above) and considering how you answered the 
previous questions in this survey. What are additional characteristics or aspects of 
families that you believe influence the lives of the children and their development and 
well-being?  
 
 
DIRECTIONS: In the following spaces, please circle or write the most appropriate 
response to each question.  If there is a separate set of directions, please read those 
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directions carefully and answer each question according to the directions for that section 
of the questionnaire. 
 
1. What is your age? _________ 
 
2. What is your biological sex (please circle one)? 
 1 Male 
 2 Female 
 
3. What is your current classification in school? 
1 First-year student 
2 Sophomore 
3 Junior 
4 Senior 
5 Graduate student 
       6 Other (please specify): ___________________________________ 
 
4. What is your racial/ethnic background (check as many as apply)? On the line next to 
any box that is checked please provide any additional details you feel are important: 
¨  Black or African-American                       _______________________________      
¨  Caucasian or Non-Latino/a White         _______________________________ 
¨  Hispanic or Latino/a                               _______________________________ 
¨  American Indian or Alaska Native         _______________________________ 
¨  Asian or Asian American                         _______________________________ 
¨  Pacific Islander                                        _______________________________ 
¨  Other                                                        _______________________________ 
 
5.  Were your parents ever married/cohabitating? YES NO 
6. If your parents are still married/cohabitating, how long have they been 
married/cohabitating (in years)? _______________________ 
7a. Are your biological (or adoptive) parents divorced (circle)/no longer living together? 
 YES NO 
 7b. If you answered “yes” to question 8a, approximately how long has it been since 
               your parents divorced or stopped living together?  ________________________ 
 7c.  If your parents are divorced or no longer living together, how long were they 
married/living  together before they divorced or stopped living together?  
 ___________________ 
8. How many siblings do you have?  
1. Full biological sibling_______ 
 2. Half sibling________ 
 3. Step-sibling________ 
 4. Adopted sibling_______ 
 5. Twin________ 
 6. Other (please specify):___________ 	  
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APPENDIX D: Family Identity Inventory Recruitment Script 
Family Communication: How you communicate in your family   
 
My name is Kaitlin Phillips, and I am a doctoral candidate in the Department of 
Communication Studies. I am conducting research on how communication occurs within 
the family unit, and how it might vary among siblings.  
 
In order to participate in this study you must meet the following criterion: You must be at 
least 17 years of age or older and self-identify as having grown up in a family. 
 
If you agree to participate you will be asked to complete an online survey. The survey 
will include basic demographic questions about you and your family, and a series of 
survey questions that ask about the communication that occurred in your family while 
you were growing up (in other words, you will be asked about your family-of-origin). All 
responses to these survey questions will be kept anonymous and at no time will your 
identity be revealed in the analysis and or reporting of research results. 
  
Participation in this study will require approximately 30-45 minutes. Your participation is 
completely voluntary. At any time throughout the survey you may choose not to answer 
any question(s) and you are free to leave the survey at any time if you do not feel 
comfortable. If your instructor agrees, you will receive research credit for your course. 
We will inform your instructor that you participated in a research study, but the nature 
and topic of the study will not be revealed.  If you do not wish to participate in this study 
but still wish to receive research credit, please talk to your instructor about research and 
non-research alternatives. Participating in this research counts as two (2) credits.  
 
If you are interested, please use the following link to complete the survey  
https://ssp.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_a953Cz232Agn5DT 
or contact us at kephillips@huskers.unl.edu.  
Thanks for your consideration of involvement in this study. 
Kaitlin Phillips  
Doctoral Candidate 
Department of Communication Studies 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
423 Oldfather Hall 
Lincoln, NE 68588-0329 
(402) 472-3348 
kephillips@huskers.unl.edu
Dr. Jordan Soliz 
Department of Communication Studies 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
425 Oldfather Hall,  
Lincoln, NE 68588-0329  
(402) 472-8326 
Email: jsoliz2@unl.edu
  298   
APPENDIX E: Family Identity Inventory UNL Consent Form 
    IRB Approval Number: 20161016409EP		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
                Department of Communication Studies	
 
University of Nebraska 
Informed Consent: Family Communication: How you communicate in your family   
 
We are currently doing a research project to find out more about communication that 
occurs in the family and how that communication influences your family relationships.   
 
The following information is provided in order to help you make an informed decision 
about whether or not to participate. To be included in the study, you must meet the 
following criteria:  
(1) You must be at least 17 years of age or older,  
(2) And self-identify as having grown up in a family 
 
If you do not meet the above criteria, you do not qualify for this particular study and 
should not proceed with the process. 
 
If you meet the criteria, you may take part in this study that consists of a survey. In the 
survey you will be asked general questions about you and your family, including sex, 
age, and ethnicity. In the second part of the survey we will ask you to answer a series of 
survey questions related to your communication with your family. The survey process 
will take approximately 30-45 minutes. These surveys will take place in a location you 
choose.  
 
The information researchers obtain will be kept strictly confidential and your survey 
responses will be anonymous. Your name will appear on the consent form, as this will be 
collected online and you will just be asked to check a box indicating your consent; 
however the informed consent form will not be linked in any way with the data you 
provide. The only individuals with access to your survey responses will be the 
researchers in this study. Results will be used for data in a dissertation, research 
presentation at an academic conference, and possible publication in a refereed academic 
journal. 
 
You may be participating in this research study as an option for research credit. This 
option is dependent on a prior agreement that you must have arranged with your 
instructor. In these courses, research and non-research credit shall be available. For those 
instructors who have chosen to offer this as a research credit opportunity, students 
receiving research credit will be asked to indicate their name, instructor’s name, and 
course. You may only take this survey once, and thus can only provide information for 
one course. The information you provide on the form for research credit will not be 
linked with the responses you provide on the survey in any way. Your instructor will be 
informed that you participated in a study in the Communication Studies department, but 
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not which study you participated in. You will not be penalized in any way in your class 
for not participating in this study. If you do not wish to participate in this study but still 
wish to receive research credit, please talk to your instructor about research and non-
research alternatives. Participating in this research counts as two (2) credits. 
 
You should also know that at any time throughout the survey process you are free to take 
a break, or refuse to answer any questions. You are also free to decide not to participate 
in this study or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with 
the investigators or the University of Nebraska. Your decision will not result in any loss 
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
 
There are no direct benefits to you as a result of participating in this study except 
potentially gaining a greater understanding of your communication with your family. 
However, talking about your family conversations may make you feel uncomfortable. In 
the event of problems resulting from participating in this study, please contact the UNL 
Psychological Consultation Center at (402) 472-2351 or other comparable services. 
Treatment is available on a sliding fee scale. It is the responsibility of each participant to 
pay for treatment if they choose to seek it out. The researchers will not be held liable for 
treatment expenses incurred. Yet, any responses, oral or written, will be regarded with the 
utmost confidentiality. 
 
You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions answered 
before agreeing to participate or after the study is complete. If you have any questions 
about this research project, please feel free to contact the principal investigator at (402) 
472-3348. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant that have 
not been answered by the investigator or would like to report any concerns about the 
study, you may contact the University of Nebraska Institutional Review Board, telephone 
(402) 472-6965. 
 
Please print a copy of the informed consent form for your records. If you meet the criteria 
and choose to continue participation, you must read the entire informed consent and 
verify that you agree to participate and fulfill the participant criteria by electronically 
signing and dating the form. Please print one for your records. If you do not fulfill the 
criteria or choose to not participate, please exit out of the survey. If you have any 
questions about the study, please contact the principal investigator. 
 
You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this study. Your 
electronic signature certifies that you have decided to participate, having read and 
understood the information presented. You are free to decide not to participate in this 
study or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with the 
investigators or the University of Nebraska. Your decision will not result in any loss of 
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. Your electronic signature also indicates that 
you are in fact at least 17 years of age or older.  
 
By typing your name below and selecting "I agree", you indicate that you have read 
and understood the information included in this informed consent statement and 
are choosing to continue with the study. If you would like a copy of this informed 
consent statement, you may print one off or email the primary investigator to 
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request a copy. 
 
___I agree 
 
 
Should you have any questions regarding your participation in this study, please feel free 
to contact any or all of the following people: 
 
Kaitlin Phillips 
Phone: (402) 472-3348  
Email: kephillips@huskers.unl.edu 
 
Dr. Jordan Soliz 
Phone: (402) 472-8326 
Email: jsoliz2@unl.edu 
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APPENDIX F: Family Identity Inventory Qualtrics Panel Consent Form 
 IRB Approval Number: 20161016409EP 
            
               Department of Communication Studies 
 
University of Nebraska 
Informed Consent: Family Communication: How you communicate in your family   
 
We are currently doing a research project to find out more about communication that 
occurs in the family and how that communication influences your family relationships.   
 
The following information is provided in order to help you make an informed decision 
about whether or not to participate. To be included in the study, you must meet the 
following criteria:  
(1) You must be at least 17 years of age or older,  
(2) And self-identify as having grown up in a family 
 
If you do not meet the above criteria, you do not qualify for this particular study and 
should not proceed with the process. 
 
If you meet the criteria, you may take part in this study that consists of a survey. In the 
survey you will be asked general questions about you and your family, including sex, 
age, and ethnicity. In the second part of the survey we will ask you to answer a series of 
survey questions related to your communication with your family. The survey process 
will take approximately 30-45 minutes. These surveys will take place in a location you 
choose.  
 
The information researchers obtain will be kept strictly confidential and your survey 
responses will be anonymous. The informed consent form will not be linked in any way 
with the data you provide. The only individuals with access to your survey responses will 
be the researchers in this study. Results will be used for data in a dissertation, research 
presentation at an academic conference, and possible publication in a refereed academic 
journal. 
 
You should also know that at any time throughout the survey process you are free to take 
a break, or refuse to answer any questions. You are also free to decide not to participate 
in this study or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with 
the investigators or the University of Nebraska. Your decision will not result in any loss 
of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 
 
There are no direct benefits to you as a result of participating in this study except 
potentially gaining a greater understanding of your communication with your family. 
However, talking about your family conversations may make you feel uncomfortable. In 
the event of problems resulting from participating in this study, please contact the UNL 
Psychological Consultation Center at (402) 472-2351 or other comparable services (i.e., 
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https://www.mentalhealth.gov). Treatment is available on a sliding fee scale. It is the 
responsibility of each participant to pay for treatment if they choose to seek it out. The 
researchers will not be held liable for treatment expenses incurred. Yet, any responses, 
oral or written, will be regarded with the utmost confidentiality. 
 
You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions answered 
before agreeing to participate or after the study is complete. If you have any questions 
about this research project, please feel free to contact the principal investigator at (402) 
472-3348. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant that have 
not been answered by the investigator or would like to report any concerns about the 
study, you may contact the University of Nebraska Institutional Review Board, telephone 
(402) 472-6965. 
 
Please print a copy of the informed consent form for your records. If you meet the criteria 
and choose to continue participation, you must read the entire informed consent and 
verify that you agree to participate and fulfill the participant criteria by selecting “I 
agree” below. Please print one for your records. If you do not fulfill the criteria or choose 
to not participate, please exit out of the survey. If you have any questions about the study, 
please contact the principal investigator. 
 
You are voluntarily making a decision whether or not to participate in this study. Your 
selection of “I agree” certifies that you have decided to participate, having read and 
understood the information presented. You are free to decide not to participate in this 
study or to withdraw at any time without adversely affecting your relationship with the 
investigators or the University of Nebraska. Your decision will not result in any loss of 
benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. Your selection of “I agree” also indicates 
that you are in fact at least 17 years of age or older.  
 
By selecting "I agree", you indicate that you have read and understood the 
information included in this informed consent statement and are choosing to 
continue with the study. If you would like a copy of this informed consent statement, 
you may print one off or email the primary investigator to request a copy. 
 
___I agree 
 
 
Should you have any questions regarding your participation in this study, please feel free 
to contact any or all of the following people: 
Kaitlin Phillips 
Phone: (402) 472-3348  
Email: kephillips@huskers.unl.edu 
 
Dr. Jordan Soliz 
Phone: (402) 472-8326 
Email: jsoliz2@unl.edu 
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APPENDIX G: Family Identity Inventory Survey 
Fam ID Survey Original 
 
Q1  Thank you very much for your willingness to participate in this research. We know 
that your time is valuable. Participating in this research by completing all of this 
questionnaire will be extremely helpful in furthering our understanding of families. We 
are going to start with some demographic questions and some general questions 
about your family. In the following spaces, please indicate the most appropriate response 
to each question.        
 
First, what is your age? 
______ Move the slide to select your age. (1) 
 
Q2 How do you identity in terms of sex/gender? 
m Male (1) 
m Female (2) 
m Other (please specify) (3) ____________________ 
 
Q3 If you are a university student, what is your current classification in school? 
m First-year (1) 
m Sophomore (2) 
m Junior (3) 
m Senior (4) 
m Graduate Student (5) 
m Not in school (6) 
m Other (please specify) (7) ____________________ 
 
Q4 Please indicate who was your primary caregiver when you were growing up. You can 
select more than one person.  
q Mom (1) 
q Dad (2) 
q Stepmom (3) 
q Stepdad (4) 
q Grandmother (5) 
q Grandfather (6) 
q Other (please specify) (7) ____________________ 
 
Q5 How many siblings do you have? 
______ Move the slide to select the appropriate number of siblings. (1) 
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Q6 What is your racial/ethnic background (check as many as apply)? On the line that 
corresponds with any box that is checked please provide any additional details you feel 
are important: 
q Black or African American (1) ____________________ 
q Caucasian or Non-Latino/a White (2) ____________________ 
q Hispanic or Latino/a (3) ____________________ 
q American Indian or Alaska Native (4) ____________________ 
q East Asian or Asian American (5) ____________________ 
q Middle East (6) ____________________ 
q Pacific Islander (7) ____________________ 
q Other (please specify) (8) ____________________ 
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Q7 Please provide the highest level of education completed by your primary caregivers. 
For example, if your dad has a bachelors degree and your mom has a masters, please 
check masters degree.  
m Some high school (1) 
m High school diploma or GED (2) 
m Some college (3) 
m Associates Degree (4) 
m Bachelors Degree (5) 
m Masters Degree (6) 
m Doctorate (i.e., EdD, PhD, Juris Doctorate, MD) (7) 
 
Q8 In which country did you grow up? 
m Afghanistan (1) 
m Albania (2) 
m Algeria (3) 
m Andorra (4) 
m Angola (5) 
m Antigua and Barbuda (6) 
m Argentina (7) 
m Armenia (8) 
m Australia (9) 
m Austria (10) 
m Azerbaijan (11) 
m Bahamas (12) 
m Bahrain (13) 
m Bangladesh (14) 
m Barbados (15) 
m Belarus (16) 
m Belgium (17) 
m Belize (18) 
m Benin (19) 
m Bhutan (20) 
m Bolivia (21) 
m Bosnia and Herzegovina (22) 
m Botswana (23) 
m Brazil (24) 
m Brunei Darussalam (25) 
m Bulgaria (26) 
m Burkina Faso (27) 
m Burundi (28) 
m Cambodia (29) 
m Cameroon (30) 
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m Canada (31) 
m Cape Verde (32) 
m Central African Republic (33) 
m Chad (34) 
m Chile (35) 
m China (36) 
m Colombia (37) 
m Comoros (38) 
m Congo, Republic of the... (39) 
m Costa Rica (40) 
m Côte d'Ivoire (41) 
m Croatia (42) 
m Cuba (43) 
m Cyprus (44) 
m Czech Republic (45) 
m Democratic People's Republic of Korea (46) 
m Democratic Republic of the Congo (47) 
m Denmark (48) 
m Djibouti (49) 
m Dominica (50) 
m Dominican Republic (51) 
m Ecuador (52) 
m Egypt (53) 
m El Salvador (54) 
m Equatorial Guinea (55) 
m Eritrea (56) 
m Estonia (57) 
m Ethiopia (58) 
m Fiji (59) 
m Finland (60) 
m France (61) 
m Gabon (62) 
m Gambia (63) 
m Georgia (64) 
m Germany (65) 
m Ghana (66) 
m Greece (67) 
m Grenada (68) 
m Guatemala (69) 
m Guinea (70) 
m Guinea-Bissau (71) 
m Guyana (72) 
  307 
m Haiti (73) 
m Honduras (74) 
m Hong Kong (S.A.R.) (75) 
m Hungary (76) 
m Iceland (77) 
m India (78) 
m Indonesia (79) 
m Iran, Islamic Republic of... (80) 
m Iraq (81) 
m Ireland (82) 
m Israel (83) 
m Italy (84) 
m Jamaica (85) 
m Japan (86) 
m Jordan (87) 
m Kazakhstan (88) 
m Kenya (89) 
m Kiribati (90) 
m Kuwait (91) 
m Kyrgyzstan (92) 
m Lao People's Democratic Republic (93) 
m Latvia (94) 
m Lebanon (95) 
m Lesotho (96) 
m Liberia (97) 
m Libyan Arab Jamahiriya (98) 
m Liechtenstein (99) 
m Lithuania (100) 
m Luxembourg (101) 
m Madagascar (102) 
m Malawi (103) 
m Malaysia (104) 
m Maldives (105) 
m Mali (106) 
m Malta (107) 
m Marshall Islands (108) 
m Mauritania (109) 
m Mauritius (110) 
m Mexico (111) 
m Micronesia, Federated States of... (112) 
m Monaco (113) 
m Mongolia (114) 
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m Montenegro (115) 
m Morocco (116) 
m Mozambique (117) 
m Myanmar (118) 
m Namibia (119) 
m Nauru (120) 
m Nepal (121) 
m Netherlands (122) 
m New Zealand (123) 
m Nicaragua (124) 
m Niger (125) 
m Nigeria (126) 
m North Korea (127) 
m Norway (128) 
m Oman (129) 
m Pakistan (130) 
m Palau (131) 
m Panama (132) 
m Papua New Guinea (133) 
m Paraguay (134) 
m Peru (135) 
m Philippines (136) 
m Poland (137) 
m Portugal (138) 
m Qatar (139) 
m Republic of Korea (140) 
m Republic of Moldova (141) 
m Romania (142) 
m Russian Federation (143) 
m Rwanda (144) 
m Saint Kitts and Nevis (145) 
m Saint Lucia (146) 
m Saint Vincent and the Grenadines (147) 
m Samoa (148) 
m San Marino (149) 
m Sao Tome and Principe (150) 
m Saudi Arabia (151) 
m Senegal (152) 
m Serbia (153) 
m Seychelles (154) 
m Sierra Leone (155) 
m Singapore (156) 
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m Slovakia (157) 
m Slovenia (158) 
m Solomon Islands (159) 
m Somalia (160) 
m South Africa (161) 
m South Korea (162) 
m Spain (163) 
m Sri Lanka (164) 
m Sudan (165) 
m Suriname (166) 
m Swaziland (167) 
m Sweden (168) 
m Switzerland (169) 
m Syrian Arab Republic (170) 
m Tajikistan (171) 
m Thailand (172) 
m The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (173) 
m Timor-Leste (174) 
m Togo (175) 
m Tonga (176) 
m Trinidad and Tobago (177) 
m Tunisia (178) 
m Turkey (179) 
m Turkmenistan (180) 
m Tuvalu (181) 
m Uganda (182) 
m Ukraine (183) 
m United Arab Emirates (184) 
m United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland (185) 
m United Republic of Tanzania (186) 
m United States of America (187) 
m Uruguay (188) 
m Uzbekistan (189) 
m Vanuatu (190) 
m Venezuela, Bolivarian Republic of... (191) 
m Viet Nam (192) 
m Yemen (193) 
m Zambia (580) 
m Zimbabwe (1357) 
 
Q12 In what city and state did you primarily grow up in?  
City (1) 
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State (2) 
 
Q13 We have a few questions about your extended family. Please choose the statement 
that best describes the proximity or geographical closeness between you and your 
extended family when you were growing up.  
m We all lived close (1) 
m We all lived within a few hours drive (2) 
m We lived in different parts of the country (3) 
m We lived in different countries (4) 
 
Q14    We are interested in how you view members of your extended family compared to 
how you view your relationship with parents and siblings. Please think back to your 
childhood and teenage years to  reflect on your relationships with various extended 
family members. Specifically, we are interested in the extent to which you view extended 
family members as family compared to how you view your parents and siblings. Please 
answer the following on a scale from  “I don’t consider them family,”  to “they are just as 
much a part of my family as my parents and siblings”.     To what extent do you feel your 
[extended family members] are just as much a part of your family as your parents and 
siblings. 
 I do NOT 
consider 
them 
family 
(1) 
Although 
they are 
family, I 
rarely 
think of 
them 
when I 
think of 
my family 
(2) 
They 
are 
family 
but very 
distant 
(3) 
They are 
family 
just not as 
close or 
important 
as my 
parents 
and 
siblings 
(4) 
They are 
just as 
much 
family as 
my 
parents 
and 
siblings 
(5) 
Not 
Applicable 
(6) 
“grandparents” 
are just as 
much a part of 
your family 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
“aunts and 
uncles” are 
just as much a 
part of your 
family (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
“cousins” are 
just as much a 
part of your 
family (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
For quality 
control m  m  m  m  m  m  
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purposes, 
please mark 
Not 
Applicable for 
this answer.” 
(7) 
“great 
grandparents” 
are just as 
much a part of 
your family 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
“great aunt 
and uncles” 
are just as 
much a part of 
your family 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
“second 
cousins” are 
just as much a 
part of your 
family (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q15 Next, we would like to know about religion and your family. Please reflect on your 
childhood and adolescence (i.e., teenage years) in answering the following 
questions.      How often did you attend religious activities (e.g., house of worship) in 
your family growing up? 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Once a Month (3) 
m 1-2 times per month (4) 
m About once a week or more (5) 
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Q16 How important was religion to your family growing up? 
m Not at all important (1) 
m Low importance (2) 
m Somewhat important (3) 
m Neutral (4) 
m Moderately important (5) 
m Very important (6) 
m Extremely important (7) 
 
Q17 How would you describe your family's religious orientation when you were growing 
up? 
m Conservative (1) 
m Somewhat conservative (2) 
m Neither conservative nor liberal (3) 
m Somewhat liberal (4) 
m Liberal (5) 
m Not religious at all (6) 
 
Q18 Now, think about how YOUR religious activity currently, and how it is either 
similar or different from when you were growing up. Please indicate your CURRENT 
level of religious involvement, if any.    How often do you attend religious activities (e.g., 
house of worship) now? 
m Never (1) 
m Rarely (2) 
m Once a Month (3) 
m 1-2 times per month (4) 
m About once a week or more (5) 
 
Q19 How important is religion to you currently? 
m Not at all imporant (1) 
m Low importance (2) 
m Somewhat important (3) 
m Neutral (4) 
m Moderately important (5) 
m Very important (6) 
m Extremely important (7) 
 
Q20 How would you describe your religious orientation currently? 
m Conservative (1) 
m Somewhat conservative (2) 
m Neither conservative nor liberal (3) 
m Somewhat liberal (4) 
m Liberal (5) 
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m Not religious at all (6) 
 
Q19 Thank you for answering the previous questions. We are now interested in your 
experiences growing up in your family and, specifically, parental discipline. Think back 
to your childhood and teenage years and please indicate on a scale from strongly disagree 
to strongly agree, the extent to which you feel the following statements are reflective of 
growing up in your family.   
 Strongly 
disagree (1) 
 
(2) 
 
(3) 
Neither agree nor 
disagree (4) 
 
(5) 
 
(6) 
Strongly 
agree (7) 
My parent(s) saw 
mistakes as 
opportunities for 
me to learn. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parent(s) waited 
until they were 
calm before 
problem solving 
with me. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my family there 
were very firm 
rules. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
When a member of 
the family broke 
those rules there 
were serious 
consequences. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
At least one of my 
parents was very 
strict. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parent(s) had 
high expectations 
for me. (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parent(s) 
rewarded me when 
I did well. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q20 Sometimes, family members can have different perceptions about the way their 
family functions. Thinking back on the questions you just answered about parental 
discipline, to what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and 
siblings) would answer them the same way you did? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
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m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
 
Q21 Now, we are interested your experiences growing up with family conflict. In other 
words, how was conflict enacted in your family or avoided. Think back to your childhood 
and teenage years, and please indicate on a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, 
the extent to which you feel the following statements are reflective of your experiences 
with conflict in your family.   
 Strongly 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagree 
(2) 
Somewhat 
disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
(4) 
Somewhat 
agree (5) 
Agree 
(6) 
Strongly 
agree 
(7) 
We never 
seemed to 
fight or 
argue in 
my 
family. 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We 
(members 
of my 
family) 
got in 
little 
fights 
every 
couple of 
days, but 
they were 
resolved 
quickly. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
If we had 
an issue 
in my 
family we 
were up 
front 
about it 
and 
tackled it 
head on. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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family 
never 
talked 
about 
serious 
issues, so 
all 
conflict 
was 
avoided. 
(4) 
In my 
family we 
said 
things 
like, “You 
should 
give in on 
arguments 
rather 
than risk 
making 
people 
mad.” (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Some 
issues 
would 
disappear 
if two 
people 
could just 
avoid 
arguing 
about 
them. (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
It was 
better to 
hide one’s 
true 
feelings 
in order to 
avoid 
hurting a 
family 
member. 
(7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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In my 
family, it 
was better 
to avoid 
conflicts 
than to 
engage in 
them. (8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
If my 
parents 
didn’t 
approve 
of 
something 
they 
didn’t 
want to 
know 
about it. 
(9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q22 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about family conflict? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q23 We are now interested in how open your family was with each other when you were 
growing up. Again, thinking back to your childhood and teenage years, please indicate on 
a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, the extent to which you feel the 
following statements are reflective of your experiences growing up.   
 Strongl
y 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (4) 
Somewha
t agree (5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y agree 
(7) 
Family 
members did 
not discuss 
private 
information 
with one 
another. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Within the 
family, 
everybody 
knew 
everything. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Family 
members 
shared their 
private 
information 
with each 
other. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We could 
talk about 
anything and 
everything 
in my family 
and it would 
feel like a 
normal 
conversation
. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We did not 
self-disclose 
in my family 
unless it was 
absolutely 
necessary. 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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We were 
comfortable 
talking 
about 
anything in 
my family 
because we 
all respected 
each other’s 
choices. (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We never 
talked about 
our personal 
lives in my 
family. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
could share 
our feelings, 
both good 
and bad. (8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
openly 
discussed 
topics like 
sex and 
drugs. (9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q24 Once again, to what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and 
siblings) would answer them the same way you did about how open your family was with 
each other? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q25 Families often differ in how much affection family members express to each other. 
Thinking back to your growing up in your family, please indicate on a scale from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree, the extent to which you feel the following statements 
are reflective of your experiences with affection in your family.   
 Strongl
y 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (4) 
Somewha
t agree (5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y agree 
(7) 
In my 
family, we 
hugged one 
another a 
lot. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
often said 
things like 
“I love 
you” to 
each other. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
were very 
affectionat
e with one 
another. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
would sit 
or walk 
with an 
arm around 
another 
family 
member. 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family we 
could 
completely 
destroy 
each other 
when we 
say hurtful 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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things. (5) 
In my 
family, we 
liked to 
annoy each 
other by 
showing 
excessive 
affection. 
(6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
did not 
show love 
and 
affection. 
(7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q26  To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about affection in the family? 
m Completely differnt (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q27 Families also have different ways or standards for providing support to each other. 
Once again, reflecting on your family when you were growing up, please indicate on a 
scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, the extent to which you feel the following 
statements are reflective of your childhood experiences with support in your family.   
 Strongly 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagree 
(2) 
Somewhat 
disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
(4) 
Somewhat 
agree (5) 
Agree 
(6) 
Strongly 
agree 
(7) 
In my 
family, we 
are able to 
count on 
one 
another no 
matter 
what. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
knew that 
if one of us 
was going 
through a 
hard we 
would all 
help them 
through 
that. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my 
family, we 
supported 
one 
another, 
whatever 
the 
situation. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We could 
always go 
to each 
other for 
advice on 
anything. 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We gave 
thoughtful m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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comments 
and good 
advice 
when 
asked for 
it. (5) 
My parents 
supported 
us 
financially. 
(6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We might 
not always 
like each 
other but 
we always 
did 
whatever 
we could 
for one 
another. 
(7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
They 
provided 
any 
resource I 
needed to 
succeed. 
(8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
While my 
family was 
loving and 
financially 
supportive, 
there was 
little 
emotional 
support 
from them. 
(9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We were 
there for 
each other 
through 
thick and 
thin. (10) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Q28 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about support in the family? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q29 Families are often a place where individuals connect through humor and joking 
behavior. Therefore, the following questions ask about humor and joking in your family 
when you were growing up.  Again, please indicate the extent to which you agree with 
the following statements on a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree.  
 Strongl
y 
disagre
e (1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (4) 
Somewha
t agree 
(5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y agree 
(7) 
We regularly 
communicate
d in my 
family by 
joking. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my family 
we teased 
each other. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my family, 
we were 
sarcastic with 
one another. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My family 
could make 
me laugh 
more than 
anyone else. 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We could 
have some of 
the greatest 
times 
together 
laughing and 
joking 
around. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We were 
goofy in my 
family. (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We didn’t 
take 
ourselves too 
seriously. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Often jokes m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
  325 
could be 
taken too far 
and it 
sometimes 
causes hurt 
for one 
individual. 
(8) 
Sometimes I 
think the 
joking and 
sarcasm led 
to feelings 
getting hurt 
when the 
matters that 
were being 
discussed 
were not 
humorous. 
(9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We liked to 
have fun and 
do silly 
things that 
might seem 
weird to 
others. (10) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q30 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about humor in the family? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q31 We are now interested in the the time you spent together as a family when you were 
growing up. Please read the following questions and indicate on a scale from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree, the extent to which you feel the following statements are 
reflective of your experiences with family time.   
 Strongly 
disagree 
(1) 
Disgree 
(2) 
Somewhat 
disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
(4) 
Somewhat 
agree (5) 
Agree 
(6) 
Strongly 
agree 
(7) 
We spent 
more time 
together 
than a 
usual 
family. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We ate 
dinners 
together 
frequently. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We 
watched 
TV 
together 
often. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We liked to 
play games 
and/or 
cards. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We always 
did 
something 
as a family 
for 
birthdays 
and 
holidays. 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We liked to 
spend time 
together 
working, or 
doing 
activities. 
(6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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My parents 
volunteered 
and/or 
helped out 
with the 
activities 
we 
participated 
in. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
 
Q32 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about the time you spent together? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q35 Families often differ in authority and the role of parents. Read each statement 
reflecting on your experiences growing up in your family. Indicate on a scale from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree, the extent to which you feel the following statements 
are reflective of your experiences.   
 Strongl
y 
disagre
e (1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (4) 
Somewha
t agree 
(5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y agree 
(7) 
In my family, 
one person 
controlled 
most of the 
conversations
. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my family, 
we have one 
person who 
dominated 
family 
decisions. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In my family 
we have one 
person who 
everyone else 
always 
listened to 
and obeyed. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In our home, 
my parents 
usually had 
the last word. 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
felt that it 
was 
important to 
be the boss. 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
When I was 
at home, I 
was expected 
to obey my 
parents’ 
rules. (6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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My parents 
often said 
things like 
‘You’ll know 
better when 
you grow 
up.’ (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
often said 
things like 
‘My ideas are 
right and you 
should not 
question 
them.’ (8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
sometimes 
became 
irritated with 
my views if 
they were 
different 
from theirs. 
(9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
 
Q36  To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about parental authority? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q64 When you were growing up, please think about the extent to which your family, 
emphasized the importance of family.  
 Strongly 
Disagre
e (1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (4) 
Somewha
t agree (5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y agree 
(7) 
Growing up 
in my 
family, we 
invested a 
great deal 
of time in 
each other. 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Compared 
to other 
people I 
know, my 
family 
members 
spent a 
great deal 
of time with 
each other. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Growing 
up, my 
family 
emphasized 
that family 
should 
always 
come first. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Growing up 
in my 
family, we 
always 
thought 
about how 
something 
affected our 
family as a 
whole 
before we 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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thought 
about how 
it affected 
us 
individually
. (4) 
We valued 
loyalty to 
the family 
unit. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q65  To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer the the same way you did about the importance of family? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
 
Q63 For quality control purposes, please type “SURVEY” in the space provided. 
 
Q37 Families often differ in how close family members are to each other.  Please read the 
following items and indicate on a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, the 
extent to which you feel the following statements are reflective of your experiences 
growing up.  
 Strongly 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagree 
(2) 
Somewhat 
disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
(4) 
Somewhat 
agree (5) 
Agree 
(6) 
Strongly 
agree 
(7) 
When we 
were 
apart, I 
missed my 
family a 
great deal. 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I had a 
strong 
connection 
with my 
family. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My family 
and I did a m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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lot of 
things 
together. 
(3) 
When I 
had free 
time I 
chose to 
spend it 
with my 
family. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I thought 
about my 
family a 
lot. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I was not 
close with 
my family 
members. 
(6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We were 
all super 
close and 
involved 
in each 
other's 
lives. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We didn't 
always 
have to 
see each 
other to 
know that 
we still 
cared 
about and 
loved one 
another. 
(8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
We were a 
very 
close-knit 
family. (9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My family 
was not m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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close, has 
never been 
close, and 
will never 
be close. 
(10) 
 
 
Q38 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about closeness in the family? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q51 The following questions focus on general aspects of communication in the 
family.  Again, reflect on your childhood and teenage years. Please read the following 
items and indicate on a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree the extent to which 
you feel the following statements are reflective of your experiences growing up.  
 Strongl
y 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (4) 
Somewha
t agree 
(5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y Agree 
(7) 
When 
anything 
really 
important 
was 
involved, my 
parents 
expected me 
to obey 
without 
question. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In our home, 
my parents 
usually had 
the last 
word. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
felt that it 
was 
important to 
be the boss. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I could tell 
my parents 
almost 
anything. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
In our family 
we often 
talked about 
our feelings 
and 
emotions. (5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
and I often 
had long, 
relaxed 
conversation
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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s about 
nothing in 
particular. 
(6) 
I really 
enjoyed 
talking with 
my parents, 
even when 
we 
disagreed. 
(7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
often said 
things like 
“My ideas 
are right and 
you should 
not question 
them.” (8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
encouraged 
me to 
express my 
feelings. (9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
often said 
things like 
“A child 
should not 
argue with 
adults.” (10) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
often said 
things like 
“There are 
some things 
that just 
shouldn’t be 
talked 
about.” (11) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My parents 
liked to hear 
my opinion, 
even when I 
didn’t agree 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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with them. 
(12) 
 
 
Q54 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about general communication in the family? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
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Q52 Storytelling is a common practice in some families. Think about growing up in your 
family and indicate on a scale from Never to All the time, the extent to which you feel the 
following statements are reflective of your experiences growing up.  
 Never 
(1) 
Rarely 
(2) 
Seldom 
(3) 
Occasionally 
(4) 
Often 
(5) 
Very 
Often 
(6) 
All the 
time 
(7) 
Two or 
more 
members of 
my family 
get together 
to tell 
stories of 
things our 
family has 
experienced. 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
As a family, 
we tell 
stories. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
 
Q62 My family is a storytelling family.  
m Strongly disagree (1) 
m Disagree (2) 
m Somewhat disagree (3) 
m Neither agree nor disagree (4) 
m Somewhat agree (5) 
m Agree (6) 
m Strongly agree (7) 
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Q61    Whether your family is a storytelling family or not, we are interested in the climate 
of family storytelling. Thus, please answer the following questions about what 
storytelling is like when it happens in your family, even if rarely. 
 Strongly 
Disagre
e (1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t Disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
Disagre
e nor 
Agree 
(4) 
Somewha
t Agree 
(5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y Agree 
(7) 
When my 
family tells 
stories, we 
are able to 
“put 
ourselves 
in each 
other's 
shoes” so 
we can 
understand 
where each 
person is 
coming 
from. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
When my 
family gets 
together 
and tells a 
story, 
everyone 
shows 
interest in 
the story 
being told. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
When my 
family tells 
stories 
together, 
everyone 
waits their 
turn to talk 
in a polite 
manner. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
When my 
family 
engages in 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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storytelling
, the story 
usually has 
a definitive 
beginning, 
middle and 
end. (4) 
 
 
Q56 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about storytelling in the family? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
 
Q45 Directions: Are they any life stressors you feel have impacted how your family 
functions and communicates? If so, what are they and how have they impacted your 
family?  
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Q33 The following questions ask about your general views on family. Please read each 
item and indicate on a scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree, the extent to which 
you feel the following statements are reflective of your perceptions.   
 Strongl
y 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagre
e (2) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (4) 
Somewha
t agree (5) 
Agre
e (6) 
Strongl
y agree 
(7) 
We all 
invest a 
great deal of 
time in our 
family. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
My sense of 
personal 
identity 
(who I am) 
is linked to 
my family. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would be 
ok if my 
relationship
s with some 
or all of my 
family 
members 
ended. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Compared 
to other 
people I 
know, I 
have 
invested a 
great deal in 
my family. 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I want to 
maintain my 
relationship
s with my 
family 
members. 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
For quality 
control m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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purposes, 
please mark 
Strongly 
Disagree for 
this answer. 
(10) 
Family 
should 
always 
come first. 
(6) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I think 
about how 
something 
affects me 
before I 
think about 
how it 
affects my 
family. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I will 
always be 
part of my 
family. (8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
What my 
family 
would think 
of a 
romantic 
partner 
matters to 
me, and 
would 
influence 
my 
decision. (9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Q34 To what extent do you think your family members (i.e., your parents and siblings) 
would answer them the same way you did about the views on family? 
m Completely different (1) 
m Mostly different (2) 
m Somewhat different (3) 
m Somewhat the same (4) 
m Mostly the same (5) 
m Completely the same (6) 
 
Q44 The previous questions focused on your family while you were growing up. We are 
now interested in how you feel about your relationship with your IMMEDIATE family 
(i.e., the family you grew up with) CURRENTLY. In the following diagrams, the S 
represents YOU and the F represents YOUR FAMILY.  By identification, we mean a 
sense of belongingness and connection with your family. We are specifically interested in 
your "own level of identification with your family" where 1 indicates very little 
identification with your family and 7 indicates you feel a strong connection and sense of 
belongingness with your family. Please indicate which pair of circles best represents your 
relationship with your family TODAY. 
m 1-No Overlap (1) 
m 2 (2) 
m 3 (3) 
m 4 (4) 
m 5 (5) 
m 6 (6) 
m 7-Almost completely overlapping (7) 
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Q50 Again, thinking about your relationship with your family CURRENTLY, please 
indicate the dot (or circle) that most closely represents your current feelings toward your 
family and family relationships.  
 1 (1) 2 (2) 3 (3) 4 (4) 5 (5) 6 (6) 7 (7) 
Miserable:Enjoyable (1) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Hopeful:Discouraging 
(2) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Free:Tied Down (3) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Empty:Full (4) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Interesting:Boring (5) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Rewarding:Disappointing 
(6) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Doesn't give me much 
chance:Brings out the 
best in me (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Lonely:Friendly (8) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Hard:Easy (9) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
Worthwhile:Useless (10) m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
 
Q52 All things considered, how satisfied are you CURRENTLY in your relationship with 
your family?             
m Completely Dissatisfied (1) 
m Dissatisfied (2) 
m Somewhat Dissatisfied (3) 
m Neutral (4) 
m Somewhat Satisfied (5) 
m Satisfied (6) 
m Completely Satisfied (7) 
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Q50 The following questions also focus on the family you grew up with. But, we are now 
concerned with your future intentions. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with each of the following statements in relation to your family [Strongly 
Disagree to Strongly Agree] 
 Strongly 
disagree 
(15) 
Disagre
e (16) 
Somewha
t disagree 
(17) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagre
e (18) 
Somewha
t agree 
(19) 
Agree 
(20) 
Strongl
y agree 
(21) 
I would 
provide 
emotional 
support to 
my family 
in the 
future. (1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would 
provide 
financial 
support to 
my family 
in the 
future. (2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would 
spend 
holidays 
with my 
family in 
the future. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would 
accept 
financial 
support 
from my 
family in 
the future. 
(4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would 
bring my 
romantic 
partner 
home for 
holidays. 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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rely on my 
family 
during an 
emergency. 
(6) 
I would be 
willing to 
miss work 
to help my 
family 
during an 
emergency. 
(7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I would be 
willing to 
move to be 
closer to 
my family. 
(8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Q46 These items do not focus on your family. Rather, we are interested in how you 
currently feel about your life, in general.  To start, below are five statements about your 
general life satisfaction. Using the  scale below, please indicate your agreement with each 
item. Please answer open and honestly.  
 Strongly 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagree 
(2) 
Somewhat 
disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
(4) 
Somewhat 
agree (5) 
Agree 
(6) 
Strongly 
agree 
(7) 
In most 
ways my 
life is 
close to 
my ideal. 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
The 
conditions 
of my life 
are 
excellent. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I am 
satisfied 
with my 
life. (3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
So far I 
have 
gotten the 
important 
things I 
want in 
life. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
If I could 
live my 
life over, 
I would 
change 
almost 
nothing. 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Q57 We would like you to think briefly about how you view yourself and indicate the 
extent to which you agree with the statements below.  
 Strongly 
disagree 
(1) 
Disagree 
(2) 
Somewhat 
disagree 
(3) 
Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 
(4) 
Strongly 
agree (5) 
Agree 
(6) 
Strongly 
agree (7) 
On the 
whole, I 
am 
satisfied 
with 
myself. 
(1) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I feel 
that I 
have a 
number 
of good 
qualities. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I am able 
to do 
things as 
well as 
most 
other 
people. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I feel I 
do not 
have 
much to 
be proud 
of. (4) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I 
certainly 
feel 
useless 
at times. 
(5) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I feel 
that I’m 
a person 
of worth, 
at least 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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on an 
equal 
plane 
with 
others. 
(6) 
At times, 
I think I 
am no 
good at 
all. (7) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I wish I 
could 
have 
more 
respect 
for 
myself. 
(8) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
All in 
all, I am 
inclined 
to feel 
that I am 
a failure. 
(9) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
I take a 
positive 
attitude 
toward 
myself. 
(10) 
m  m  m  m  m  m  m  
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Q58 Now, please think about overall health in general. How often do you: 
 Never (1) Rarely (2) Sometimes 
(3) 
Most of the 
Time (4) 
Always (5) 
Feel over-
tired. (1) m  m  m  m  m  
Feel nervous 
or worried. 
(2) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Feel “low” or 
depressed. 
(3) 
m  m  m  m  m  
Feel tense or 
irritable. (4) m  m  m  m  m  
Have trouble 
sleeping. (5) m  m  m  m  m  
Lose your 
appetite. (6) m  m  m  m  m  
Feel apart or 
alone. (7) m  m  m  m  m  
Feel like 
running 
away from 
everything. 
(8) 
m  m  m  m  m  
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APPENDIX H: List of Countries and States 
Table: List of Countries 
 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid Albania 1 .2 .2 .2 
Australia 1 .2 .2 .3 
Bangladesh 1 .2 .2 .5 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 
1 .2 .2 .6 
Canada 1 .2 .2 .8 
China 16 2.5 2.5 3.3 
Columbia 2 .3 .3 3.6 
Cuba 3 .5 .5 4.1 
El Salvador 1 .2 .2 4.3 
India 8 1.3 1.3 5.5 
Indonesia 3 .5 .5 6.0 
Iraq 2 .3 .3 6.3 
Jamaica 1 .2 .2 6.5 
Japan 2 .3 .3 6.8 
Malaysia 2 .3 .3 7.1 
Mexico 1 .2 .2 7.3 
Nepal 1 .2 .2 7.4 
Nigeria 1 .2 .2 7.6 
Oman 4 .6 .6 8.2 
Pakistan 1 .2 .2 8.4 
Philippines 5 .8 .8 9.2 
Russian 
Federation 
2 .3 .3 9.5 
Singapore 1 .2 .2 9.6 
South Korea 1 .2 .2 9.8 
Trinidad and 
Tobago 
1 .2 .2 10.0 
US 566 89.4 89.4 99.4 
Venezuela, 
Bolivarian 
1 .2 .2 99.5 
Viet Nam 1 .2 .2 99.7 
Zimbabwe 2 .3 .3 100.0 
Total 633 100.0 100.0  
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Table: State 
 
 Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent 
Cumulative 
Percent 
Valid  74 11.7 11.7 11.7 
AK 2 .3 .3 12.0 
AL 6 .9 .9 13.0 
AR 1 .2 .2 13.1 
AZ 2 .3 .3 13.4 
CA 56 8.8 8.8 22.3 
CO 10 1.6 1.6 23.9 
CT 7 1.1 1.1 25.0 
DE 1 .2 .2 25.1 
FL 16 2.5 2.5 27.6 
GA 9 1.4 1.4 29.1 
HI 5 .8 .8 29.9 
IA 8 1.3 1.3 31.1 
ID 1 .2 .2 31.3 
IL 21 3.3 3.3 34.6 
IN 4 .6 .6 35.2 
KS 9 1.4 1.4 36.7 
KY 3 .5 .5 37.1 
LA 4 .6 .6 37.8 
MA 7 1.1 1.1 38.9 
MD 7 1.1 1.1 40.0 
ME 1 .2 .2 40.1 
MI 12 1.9 1.9 42.0 
MN 11 1.7 1.7 43.8 
MO 5 .8 .8 44.5 
MS 5 .8 .8 45.3 
MT 1 .2 .2 45.5 
NC 12 1.9 1.9 47.4 
NE 202 31.9 31.9 79.3 
NJ 10 1.6 1.6 80.9 
NM 1 .2 .2 81.0 
NV 4 .6 .6 81.7 
NY 25 3.9 3.9 85.6 
OH 7 1.1 1.1 86.7 
OK 1 .2 .2 86.9 
OR 3 .5 .5 87.4 
  352 
PA 9 1.4 1.4 88.8 
RI 1 .2 .2 88.9 
SC 2 .3 .3 89.3 
SD 7 1.1 1.1 90.4 
TN 4 .6 .6 91.0 
TX 32 5.1 5.1 96.1 
VA 8 1.3 1.3 97.3 
WA 3 .5 .5 97.8 
WI 10 1.6 1.6 99.4 
WV 2 .3 .3 99.7 
WY 2 .3 .3 100.0 
Total 633 100.0 100.0  
Note: Missing cases are both individuals who live outside the United States and those 
who chose to not respond to this questions. 
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APPENDIX I: FAMILY IMPORTANCE 
Table: Component Matrix for Outcome Variable Family Importance 
Component Matrixa 
 Component 
1 
We all invest a great deal of time in our family. .757 
My sense of personal identity (who I am) is linked to my family. .771 
I would be ok if my relationships with some or all of my family 
members ended. 
.577 
Compared to other people I know, I have invested a great deal in 
my family. 
.739 
I want to maintain my relationships with my family members. .812 
Family should always come first. .684 
I will always be part of my family. .756 
What my family would think of a romantic partner matters to 
me, and would influence my decision. 
.634 
Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. a. 1 components extracted. 
 
